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PREFACE 


This book contains the text of six lectures which I had 
the honour of delivering at Berkeley in 1974. They are presented in 
a version considerably fuller than that which was given originally, al- 
though their oral style has been preserved. 

Lam glad to be given the opportunity to express my profound grati- 
tude to all those who have kindly helped me, directly or indirectly, in 
producing and publishing the present book. First of all, I wish to 
thank the members of the Department of Classics of the University of 
California at Berkeley and their chairman in 1974, Professor T. E. 
Rosenmeyer. They elected me to serve as a Sather Professor at Berkeley, 
they extended their warm and generous hospitality to my family, and 
they made my stay at Berkeley stimulating and rewarding beyond all 
expectation. 

Mr. (now Professor) G. W. Most kindly went through the whole 
manuscript in order to Anglicize— wherever this was possible— what I 
had formulated according to the rules of English elementary grammar. 
Moreover, he added valuable remarks and prevented me from many 
mistakes. The manuscript was finished in 1978. 

The subject of che lectures is large and complex, and inevitably im- 
plies problems which are, strictly speaking, outside my competence. 
So I tried to make clear both in the text and notes whenever I had to 
depend on previous scholarship. Yet my being indebted to colleagues 
and friends extends far beyond these documented cases, especially in 
the field of theological and philosophical studies. In this area I was 
greatly helped and continuously instructed, over many years and quite 
independently from the production of this book, by Professor Hans von 
Campenhausen and Professor Günther Patzig. The errors and mistakes, 
however, which specialists are likely to discover in various passages of 
this book, are entirely my own. 

I wish to thank Mrs. Karin Harmon for the great pains she took in 
producing the typescripts of several versions of the book, Miss Wal- 
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traut Foss and Dr. William Furley for sharing the tedious task of proof- 
reading and indexing, and the staff of the University of California Press 
for their accurate operation. 

My wife made greater sacrifices for my scholarly work than anyone 
else. She also created the conditions under which this book could be 
produced. 
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Cosmological Conceptions 
in the Second Century AD 


BETWEEN A.D. 170 and 180 the famous physician 
Galen published, among other works, the treatise, On the Parts of the 
Human Body, In che chapter on the eyes he deals in great detail with the 
fact chat eyelashes are characteriscically different in size, number, and 
quality from any other kind of human hair, and points our that this 
very fact can be easily explained by the function of eyelashes in the 
human organism. His argument, therefore, is worked our entirely 
along the lines of Aristotelian or Stoic teleology. 

In this context Galen inserts an interesting digression. The Jews, he 
says, derive the origin and structure of the universe exclusively from 
the arbitrary intention of the divine creator." He can transform a lump 
of earth into a horse or a bird or whatever he pleases. Creation depends 
solely and entirely on the will of the creator, This opinion, according to 
Galen, is certainly preferable to che aleatoric conception of Epicurus 
who attributes everything to chance. But it is quite incompatible with 
Greek ideas of cosmology and cosmogony as expounded most clearly by 
Plato and Aristotle. The Greek creator or demiurge brings to reality 
only what reason evinces as being possible,’ and from all possibilities he 
always chooses the best one.” 

A hundred years earlier, in about A.D. 60 or 70, rhe Elder Pliny 
(nat. bist. 2,27) had already formulated the very same creed of Greco- 
Roman intellectuals without any reference to Jewish ideas. “Not even 
for God are all things possible . . . he cannot bestow eternity on mor- 
tals., . he cannot cause twice ten not to be twenty or do other things 
along similar lines, and these facts unquestionably demonstrate the 
power of nature.” Seneca (ep. 95.49) made a similar statement at nearly 
the same time, in Stoic terms and with special reference to the relation 
between God and man: Errat qui deos putat nocere nolle: non possunt. 
"They who believe the gods do not want to do harm are mistaken; the 
gods cannot.” The nature of the gods makes it impossible for them to do 
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any harm, and even a god is not able co change his nature." Cicero does, 
in fact, regard the will of the creator as the ultimate cause of man's 
distinguished position in the universe (de Jeg. 1.27). Yet this will does 
not mean arbitrary intention or unpredictable exercise of divine power. 
Every act of divine rule over the universe is but a detail of a comprehen- 
sive and perfectly rational programme by which is caused the order, che 
beauty, and the usefulness of che cosmos. 

Theology in the tradition of Greco-Roman philosophy was hardly 
concerned with the problem of divine power, the most significant dif- 
ference between man and God according to the fundamental religious 
experience: ériei rj noàù qéprrpoi eicıv (since, in truth, they are might- 
ier by far), to use a Homeric formula. Greek philosophical theology 
concentrated instead, from the very beginning, on the order, reg- 
ularity, and beauty that are established and maintained through divine 
activity. Here Greek philosophy found the most striking, though un- 
derstandable and almost predictable, manifestation of the divine—in 
contrast to ideas prevailing in many other religions (cf. Heraclicus B 
114). At che end of the dialogue De divinatione, Cicero distinguishes 
between superstitio and religio: the first depresses the hearts of believers 
by making them afraid of the power and the unpredictable actions of 
the gods. The other leads to admiration and understanding of the order 
and beauty which are brought about by the divine rule (2. 148). 

This philosophical theology or cosmology rests on a basic presup- 
position: che human mind has to be capable of perceiving and under- 
standing rhe rational order of the universe and, consequently, the na- 
ture of the divine. Everything that goes on in the universe has been 
arranged and initiated by the same reason that man has been given, so 
that he may understand his own position in the universe and act accord- 
ingly. There is no need for assuming behind or apart from the entirely 
rational programming of reality a will of which the impulse or man- 
ifestation is unpredictable, The word tò 0£Aov, used by the astrologer 
Vettius Valens (5,9) in order to denote what is going to happen accord- 
ing to the cosmic order, has nor that connotation of will. Narure, cos- 
mos, order of the universe, providence—all these concepts illustrate 
that everything happens only in consequence of a preconceived and ra- 
tional arrangement without a separate will spontaneously interfering 
wich the process. That presupposition is not invalidated by the fact chat 
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man, in his empirical condition, is not always capable of full apprecia- 
tion of the cosmic order. 

That very conception underlies a great many philosophical theories. 
For the Stoics, for instance (Cleanthes ap. Sen. ep. 41,1, quaest. nat, 
2.35), che purpose of prayer was only to ascertain the identity between 
reason as the ruler of the universe and reason as the leading force in the 
human soul. But even Platonists like Plutarch (Is. et Os. 1) or Maximus 
of Tyre (or. 5) who regarded prayer as a dialogue between two partners," 
explicitly rejected che idea that prayer could influence or change the 
intention of God. Such a change could only lead to something worse, 
since God could not possibly improve on his own perfect rationality. 
Prayer had only to contribute co a fuller cognition of God. Ir seemed 
useless to a Platonist to comply with the intention of God without try- 
ing to understand it. 

The practice of popular religion, in Greece and elsewhere, had al- 
ways used prayer to influence or change rather than to understand the 
intention of the divinity involved. So prayer, in the popular sense, re- 
ferred to the gods' power and benevolence and was not primarily meant 
to appreciate the immovable order of their government. The notion 
that divine rule over both cosmic and human affairs is perfect and ra- 
tional was, after all, a concept resulting from philosophical specula- 
tion." It was with regard to the popular notion of prayer that the physi- 
cian and philosopher Sextus repeatedly contrasted prayer with telling 
the truth (adv. math. 7.401, hyp. 3.244 etc.). To pray according to 
popular practice means, from the philosophical point of view, to dis- 
regard the perfect order which the gods have escablished. Their power, 
sublimity, goodness—all result from their perfect rationality, accord- 
ing to the belief of Galen and his contemporaries.” 

This belief, however, which Galen formulated to contest the Biblical 
concept of creation, was deeply rooted in the philosophical tradition, 
which had become, in the course of nearly five centuries, one of the 
main factors of general education. Both conceptions, the Greek and the 
Biblical, were monotheistic, despite their disagreement in many other 
respects. Whenever Greek philosophers became involved in theological 
problems, they ended, wich a few exceptions, ar che conception of a 
divine monarch of the universe. Proclus, the Neoplaronist of the fifth 
century A.D., found this conception fully developed already in Homer 
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(in remp. I p. 90.15 Kroll), But this supreme creator and ruler always 
restricts his activity, according to philosophical doctrine, by laws or 
rules which the human mind can understand as reasonable, good, and 
salutary. Such a creator, to be sure, has also the desire to create and ro 
govern the universe. But he does not create ex nibilo. He molds what 
was without shape, he animates what was without life, he brings to 
reality what was merely a potential, And, above all, he does not tran- 
scend the order which embraces himself as well as his creatures.’ Bibli- 
cal cosmology,'* however, was completely different. There is no stan- 
dard, nor rule applicable to the creator and his creation alike. Creation 
results from the power and the pleasure or will of Yahveh, and from 
nothing else." He can create, change, and destroy as He pleases, and it 
is only because of His benevolence towards His creatures that He has 
set some rules for che universe. "While the earth remaineth, seed time 
and harvest, and cold and heat, and summer and winter, and day and 
night, shall not cease" (Gen. 8:22; cf. Is. 54:9). A promise, however, 
given by Yahveh to his people, is infinitely more reliable than any rule 
the human mind can possibly detect in the order of nature (Is. 54: 10): 
for "the mountains shall depart and the hills be removed; but my kind- 
ness shall not depart from thee, neither shall the covenant of my peace 
be removed, saith the Lord that hath mercy on thee.” 

Man can grasp these rules by his rational understanding and rely on 
them in his life, not because they are reasonable, but solely because of 
the promise of Yahveh.” According toa legend reported in the Talmud 
(b Sanh. 9a), the famous Rabbi Gamaliel tried hard co demonstrate to a 
Roman emperor how everything happens solely because of the will of 
God and why it does not make any sense to apply the categories of the 
possible, the reasonable, or the probable to anything thar is caused by 
the will of God. Christian authors, too, treated the topic again and 
again: Everything comes into being, exists, and passes away— póvou 
0eo6 BeArjoavrog (only because God wishes it) as St. Methodius said (re- 
surr. 2.20.9). It was not until the eleventh century that Christian the- 
ology distinguished between God's potentia. ordinata and potentia abso- 
luta," of which only the former can be understood and evaluated by che 
human intellect. 

Galen was the first Greek author of some intellectual standing who 
explicitly noted the specific difference between the Biblical and the 
Greek or philosophical concepts of creation— which is, indeed, as- 
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tonishingly late. Biblical rexts had been known in Greek translation 
many centuries previously," so that the difference could easily have 
been discovered. Yet the very interest which some Greek intellectuals 
took in the Jewish tradition from che time of Alexander onwards led 
them to the opposite conclusion. 

Wherever Greek philosophers or historians, in the Hellenistic and 
Roman periods, came in touch with elaborate exotic doctrines of cos- 
mology and ethics, they regularly looked for surviving parts of the nat- 
ural knowledge of the cosmos which all mankind had enjoyed in pri- 
meval times. They believed that this primeval philosophy is dimly 
remembered in the myths, legends, and proverbs of all people, and 
more distinctly so in the teachings of rhe priests and sages in foreign, 
above all Eastern, countries, The view was already held by Aristotle and 
applied, in the following centuries, to the Brahmans of India, the Magi 
of Persia, the Druids of Gaul, and of course, to the Mosaic religion, 
when these successively became known to the Greeks. Thus the doc- 
trines of Greek philosophy could be proved true by their congruity 
with the old and venerable philosophy of the Barbarians.” 

In the case of the Jews, even outbursts of strong antijudaic feel- 
ings—which became rather frequent, for political and social reasons, 
in the lace Hellenistic and early Imperial periods—did not always af- 
fect the attitude of Greek philosophers coward what they called Jewish 
philosophy. With few exceptions they consistently sought to discover 
the fundamental agreement between Plato and Moses.” As can be seen 
in the extant fragments of Chaeremon and Apion, antijudaic writings 
of that period concentrated on denigrating the Jews’ historical tradition 
and denouncing their alleged present crimes rather than on refuting 
Jewish concepts of God and man.” 

On the other hand, Jewish authors who gave accounts of their own 
history and religion in Greek, sometimes even for a Greek public and 
with the aid of Greek literary patterns, were, for obvious reasons, sin- 
cerely interested in demonstrating that Moses and Plato had been 
teaching the same truth. Philo, for instance, desperately tried to recon- 
cile the Aristorelian doctrine that the universe is preexisting and eter- 
nal with the Biblical concept of creation, and for Josephus, who also 
lived in the first century A.D., the various Jewish sects are schools of 
philosophers which differ from each other in their cosmology and their 
moral precepts in exactly the same way as Greek philosophers. 
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There are, however, passages in Greek texts of Jewish origin which 
stress the difference berween Yahveh and che God of the philosophers. 
They stare that God made rhe world out of nothing, and rhat it is blas- 
phemous to apply the categories of reason to the will of God. But those 
texts which show a certain awareness of essential differences between 
Plato and the Bible all belong to polemical or apocalyptic literarure and 
were not—or probably not— written for a non-Jewish public. This 
applies, for instance, to 2 Macc. 7:28 where the difference between 
Greek cosmology and the Biblical doctrine of creation is explicitly 
stated: God did not create the universe out of something already exist- 
ing. Greek had become, after all, the native tongue of a great number 
of Jewish groups around the Mediterranean, and these were all familiar 
wich Greek ideas about God and che universe. 

Still, as late as the middle of the second century A.D., immediately 
before Galen wrote the passage quoted above, the famous saying ac- 
cording to which Plato is the Moses who speaks Attic (Mwuong åt- 
vixíGov) ^ was coined by the Platonist Numenius, The same tendency 
can be observed, at almost the same time, in the writings of Philo of 
Byblus (FGH 790 F 9) and also in the earliest Christian apologies, 
written by Achenagoras and Justin. The latter, a Samaritan by birth 
and well trained in both Jewish scholarship and Platonic philosophy, 
was firmly convinced of the basic congruity between Mosaic law, Greek 
philosophy, and the preaching of Christ. To him, Abraham and Soc- 
rates were Christians before Christ." The divine Logos had spoken 
through them, as he did through Moses and the prophets, before he 
took the human body of Christ. Justin even believed chat Plato's cos- 
mological doctrine, as ser forth in the Timaeus, was in full agreement 
with the first chapters of the Old Testament. God did not make the 
world out of nothing, Justin said (apol. 1.20.41, dial. 5); he gave shape 
and life to the preexisting matter. This view of Justin's is hardly com- 
patible with the text of the Bible, St. Paul had explicitly stated the 
opposite (Rom. 4: 17) a hundred years earlier, as did Philo at the same 
time (prov. 1.8, div. ber. 160).^' Yet Justin's view is typical of the syn- 
cretistic temper of this cime, which embraced religion and philosophy 
alike.” 

Galen's treatise, written between 170 and 180, only ten or fifteen 
years after Justin and Numenius, can therefore be said to indicate a new 
tendency. In A.D. 178 we find the Platonic philosopher Celsus writing 
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the first detailed refutation of Christian religion. Like Galen, Celsus 
stressed the difference between the Greek and Biblical views of crea- 
tion. According to Celsus, the Judaeo-Christian belief that God deals 
with the universe and mankind simply by His will or pleasure, is both 
absurd and blasphemous.” God does not arbitrarily dispose of any- 
thing, since all his activity is perfectly rational. This rationality indeed 
is the source of divine power, justice, and goodness.” 

Celsus fervently rejected the Christians’ claim that they had been 
given a special revelation which surpassed any rational understanding 
of reality. Other religions, Celsus argued, can make the same claim. 
Once you remove the criteria provided by reason, you might just as 
well choose between various and even contradictory revelations by a 
throw of the dice. In fact, he says, there is only one truth, eternal and 
indivisible. Man can approach it, for he has been given the same reason 
which provides structure and life to rhe universe. Philosophy teaches 
how to use this precious gift, how to attain knowledge. It is only the 
very last step in the process of cognition leading to the source of being 
which cannot be taken without the “ineffable power" (Gppntog düva- 
ug). It supplements the rational forces of the soul, provided these have 
been trained and educated. There is no point in preaching a special 
truth for the ignorant, as the Christians do, and in circumventing the 
intellectual endeavor.” 

In the view of Galen and Celsus, the Judaeo-Christian doctrine is 
entirely different from the teaching of the Indian Brahmans or Persian 
Magi, who all corroborated Plato's doctrine and gave testimony to the 
fact that men were able to recover, by means of philosophy, their pri- 
meval or natural knowledge of che cosmic order, Moses ceased to repre- 
sent the venerable philosophy of the Barbarians,“ for he does nor, as 
Galen indignantly stated in another treatise of his, offer arguments that 
appeal to rational understanding. Moses only refers co what God has 
said or ordered (On Hippocrat. Anatomy {arab.] p. 10f Walzer). 

How can we explain the fact chat the fundamental difference be- 
tween Plato and Moses, between Greek and Biblical cosmology, was 
not discovered or at least fully realized by the Greeks until about A.D, 
170?°' Christianity had not yet become, at that time, a serious rival to 
philosophy, though some men of learning and education were already 
appearing among Christian theologians. On the other hand, there was 
absolutely no motive for intensified feelings against Judaism in the sec- 
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ond half of the second century. The disaster which had ended the upris- 
ing of Bar Kochba in Palestine in A.D. 135 definitively destroyed the 
basis of the exchange of ideas between Greeks and Jews which had 
lasted for more chan four centuries. But the catastrophe also removed 
the social and political danger which had repeatedly arisen from Pal- 
estine and the Jewish diaspora in the period between Tiberius and 
Hadrian, and which had provided the background for the well-known 
antijudaism we find in Horace and Quintilian, Tacitus and Juvenal." 
The relation between the Jews and Greco-Roman civilization ceased to 
be a problem for a long time to come. 

Thar is why the discovery of the difference between Plato and Moses 
which we find, at the same time, in Galen and Celsus alike, is likely to 
have had its origin within Greek philosophy itself. In order to under- 
stand che change of attitude, we have to go back into the past. 

Hellenistic civilization as it developed in consequence of Alexander's 
conquests had its most adequate philosophical expression in the doc- 
trines of the Epicureans and Stoics. Both had much in common. Both 
were materialists. Boch denied the possibility of individual human ex- 
istence beyond the life of the body, Both tried to show the way towards 
happiness and moral perfection strictly within the limits of physical 
and empirical life. 

There were, ro be sure, longing for immortality, belief in the other 
world, fear of and hope for divine intervention, among the Greeks of 
the third and second centuries B.C., as well as in previous and subse- 
quent periods, and there were also cults and creeds to meet these needs, 
But undoubtedly the rationalistic temper was a typical feature of that 
particular period, when science and technology attained a level not to 
be reached again until the nineteenth century, and Stoicism and Epi- 
cureanism rather than Platonism reflected the attitude of the educated. 

But conditions changed in the first century B.C. From that time on- 
wards, philosophy turned again to the question of whether man was 
able to attain immortality. Swtnpia, salvation, a word which means 
"the preservation of physical integrity" in ordinary Greek, became a syn- 
onym of immortality. > To reach that goal through philosophy rather 
than religion was possible only in the steps of Plato. Platonism enjoyed 
a revival in the first century B.C." and was to become the leading factor 
in intellectual life for many centuries. Platonic philosophy succeeded in 
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adapting the Aristotelian tradition to its own purposes and in outliving 
both Stoicism and Epicureanism. 

Immortality as a problem of philosophical investigation—not as a 
hope implied in religious faith—can be dealt with only in the context 
of the wider question of whether reality is to be found apart from the 
world as we perceive it by our senses. Such a reality, however, which 
would transcend empirical vicissitudes, has to be open to intellectual 
understanding. Immortality, a conception which clearly contradicts our 
experience, can only be conceived if the true self or che soul of man 
does, in fact, belong to this intelligible reality, and it is only the intel- 
ligible which bestows structure, life, and consciousness on our empiri- 
cal world. 

The answer Plato had given to that question is well known. He and 
his successors designed a model, according to which our empirical 
world owes its essence and existence to a higher one. The degree of re- 
ality represented by any individual physical or spiritual being can be 
ascertained or even measured by the human mind according to the 
standards of immutability, rational order, and eternity. Reality in the 
fullest sense of che word is to be found in the realm of eternal forms, 
which man can reach through his intellectual efforts, On the other 
hand, the material world as experienced by our senses has a very small 
share in reality, for every detail it includes is permanently changing, 
perishable, and far from being perfectly structured. The material world 
entirely depends, with regard to all its elements of structure, life and 
consciousness, on the inexhaustible creativity of che intelligible, of che 
divine intellect. Thus the whole realm of being can be compared to a 
pyramid: every individual being comes to existence through the cre- 
ative power of a higher one which is more spiritual or less contaminated 
with matter and has, consequently, a greater share in reality. 

But what about the Supreme Being on the top of the pyramid which 
is the ultimate cause for all ocher beings, both intelligible and mate- 
rial? Is it &nexeıva tig oboiag as Plato said (Rep. 509 B), outside the 
realm of being, nor determined from, caused by, or related to anything 
else? All this undoubtedly meets the definition of the Absolute or of an 
ultimate cause which is not caused by something else. Bur once you 
remove the Absolute from the realm of being, philosophy, based on rea- 
son, becomes unable to grasp it. Philosophy, in the Greek sense of the 
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word, entirely depends on the principles chat only what is can be 
thought of or intellectually perceived, and that there only is or exists 
what the mind can grasp by its intellectual efforts, whereas sensual per- 
ception may lead astray. Thinking and being are under che same rule of 
reason. Parmenides was the first to formulate this axiom, and it had 
been retained ever since in all dogmatic Greek philosophy," If, chen, 
the Absolute does not belong to the being itself, che intellect cannot 
possibly be able to grasp it. 

Plato and his immediate successors had, in fact, dealt wich the prob- 
lem. But the whole question of the transcendent was largely neglected 
in the Hellenistic period, to be revived only at the turning point of 
philosophy in the first century B,C., when Platonism became the lead- 
ing factor in intellectual life. ^ From that cime onwards, no orher prob- 
lem was as intensely discussed for so many centuries as the question of 
how to perceive the Absolute from which all beings draw their exis- 
tence. All che Middle Platonic and Neoplatonic system-builders tried 
hard to describe in detail the peak of the pyramid which represents the 
whole of reality. Only from this peak far above sensual experience in the 
realm of the inrelligible could one hope to come to a proper under- 
standing of the structure of both reality and human consciousness, and 
this knowledge was regarded, after all, as the basic presupposition for a 
moral and happy life. The whole argument of philosophy is about God, 
says Justin (dial. 1), and one of the most distinguished Platonic schol- 
ars of our own time briefly states that the system of Plotinus has to be 
understood as deduced from a number of theological axioms." 

Plato's tnéxeiva tg oboiag became the foremost topic in Middle and 
Late Platonic philosophy. Plato himself had described, in rather vague 
terms, how the philosopher is taken co this very summit of knowledge 
by sudden illumination. But this happens only to those who have ac- 
complished all the previous steps of cognition by their own intelleccual 
efforts, by a controlled and methodical use of reason. Revelation, which 
surpasses rational understanding, has its place only at the very end of 
a very long road. It is never given to spare a man, in the words of Aris- 
totle (fr. 49 Rose), the slightest part of his intellectual efforts,” 

Every piece of knowledge that has been acquired through rational 
understanding can be shared with other rational beings by means 
of language. Whar is revealed in that sudden illumination, however, 
can be spoken of only in the way of negation.” Language, reflecting 
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thought, can only point ar a being, whereas the Absolute is above any 
being. Ic is unlike all beings, zor limited, nor necessitated by anything 
else, neither only perceiving ner only perceived—and so forth, As Cel- 
sus said, it does not participate in being (apévoxog wg obaiac)” and 
cannot become, therefore, the substance of direct knowledge. The hu- 
man mind can only arrive, through inference from the order of the uni- 
verse, at some sort of indirect knowledge (énivoia) of che Absolute. 

By separating the ultimate cause of being from being itself," the 
Platonists were able to preserve the unity of being and thought on 
which Parmenides had based philosophy and firmly established the pri- 
macy of reason, Platonic doctrine was, in fact, developing on these 
lines throughout the Imperial period, regardless of the differences be- 
tween schools, groups, and individual philosophers. 

But the concept remained open to one serious objection. If che Abso- 
lute is not determined or necessitated by anything else, if it transcends 
both being and reason, it must be equally free ro interfere with reality 
at any given level at any given time, simply because of its will or plea- 
sure and regardless of the preestablished, rational order of being. Con- 
sequently, the Absolute must also be free to reveal itself co a human 
being, regardless of his intellectual standing and previous cognitive 
efforts. If che Absolute is really free, it is also free from the rational 
order on which both the universe and the human mind rely. Philosophy 
had to face the desperate twin task of keeping to the unity of thought 
and being and, at the same time, of grasping something beyond all 
being. 

Many attempts were made in che second century A.D. to find a way 
out of che dilemma. Hermerics, Gnostics, and the so-called Chaldeans 
all created elaborate doctrines to show the way to the Absolute, and 
this exclusively in the context of a soreriological message. All these 
doctrines were composed of philosophical concepts and worked out by 
philosophical methods. They appealed, therefore, to a highly sophisti- 
cated audience, Bur ar the same time, these doctrines were also pro- 
claimed as coming from suprararional, supernatural, divine revelation. 
Men had first to accept the message; they had to become converts, re- 
gardless of their previous knowledge or rheir intellectual standing, be- 
fore they could start ro understand by themselves. The very act of ac- 
ceptance was considered the first and decisive step towards perfect 
knowledge. But the act itself, though the essential presupposition of 
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any progress on the way leading to salutary knowledge, could hardly be 
described as an intellectual achievement." It was a turning of the mind, 
a decision rather than a cognitive effort, although instinct, emotion, or 
other parts of the lower strata of man's personality were not chiefly con- 
cerned. The message was meant ro free man's true self, che rational part 
of his soul, from the bonds of matter and, consequently, from all irra- 
tional emotions and desires by which the individual was continuously 
contaminated with matter. The act of acceptance, cherefore, could be 
adequately described only in terms of a theory of will. But precisely 
this was conspicuously absent from contemporary philosophy. 

The new philosophy as taught by che Hermetics and other sectarians 
was, in fact, a religion. Its only purpose was to provide direct access to 
the Absolute which traditional philosophy had failed to offer. It was 
not meant to curb philosophical investigation. But since the truth had 
already been revealed in writings of divine authority, philosophical in- 
vestigation had to expound these texts and deepen human understand- 
ing of them rather than to add, by its own intellectual efforts, to the 
amount of knowledge already available. 

Scholarly-minded Platonists of that period had to fight hard against 
such a transformation of philosophy. The idea, though, that everything 
of importance had already been said by Plato or Aristotle, and that phi- 
losophy, at present, had only to find out, by means of interpretation, 
the true meaning of their doctrine, was familiar to the main branches of 
scholarly tradition, too, at least from the first century B.C. onwards, 
when philosophy turned to dogmatism again. The long series of editors 
and commentators of both Plato and Aristotle started at that time. But 
in that scholarly tradition even the essence of what could be called 
orthodox teaching was never regarded as divinely or supranaturally re- 
vealed. Celsus himself and Albinus repeatedly insisted, as Plato and 
Aristotle had done, that rational thought provided the only way to 
knowledge. The two types of philosophy are most clearly described in 
Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius (5.37), written early in the third century 
A.D., where the author makes his hero win the case in a long discussion 
on this particular subject against the old-fashioned, scholarly-minded 
Stoic Euphrates. In the view of Apollonius one can become a philoso- 
pher only after having been given the basic knowledge by divine revela- 
tion. You have to turn your mind to the message, you have to accept it, 
before understanding and inrellectual activity can begin. 
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The controversy had its serious ethical aspect, too. Traditional Greek 
philosophy had always taught that man, in order to become virtu- 
ous and happy, had to adapt himself to nature." The order of nature, 
however, could be recognized and applied to human life exclusively 
through intellectual activity. 

The new philosophy, in its turn, produced rules of moral conduct 
which were backed by che authority of suprarational, divine revelarion. 
They had first of all to be complied with, regardless of all ensuing at- 
tempts to explain them rationally. Striving for a rational understanding 
of what had been revealed would certainly contribute to moral perfec- 
tion. The act of acceptance, however, had to come first and was itself 
the main personal achievement of man. 

It was in the light of these controversies, arising from philosophy 
itself, that Platonists like Galen or Celsus came to see, for the first 
time, the basic difference between philosophical and Biblical ideas. 
They came to realize that the new faith of the Christians and also the 
traditional Jewish religion jeopardized philosophy more than any of the 
new pseudophilosophical doctrines, of which, after all, che main ingre- 
dients, terms, and concepts were taken from well-known philosophical 
sources. These doctrines promised, as did philosophy proper, to pro- 
vide salvation by freeing man's intellectual activity from the bonds of 
matter, desire, and emotion, by leading to perfect knowledge. So the 
voluntaristic implications of the new type of philosophy were hidden 
behind the main body of its teaching, which sounded very traditional 
according to Greek standards. 

In the Biblical texts, even before their concent was made explicit in 
philosophical terms, the voluntaristic approach towards cosmology and 
ethics came out much more clearly; this was duly noted by Greek intel- 
lectuals, once they had become aware of the problem involved. From 
this point of view the Bible was able to meet the religious needs of che 
educated in the second or third centuries A.D., and in fact much more 
effectively so than the Neopythagoreans, Hermetics, or Chaldeans. The 
importance of the very act of acceptance, which had to be repeated 
throughout life, and on which all security and all moral standards de- 
pended, was spoken of more clearly in the Bible than anywhere in those 
pseudophilosophical texts. 

In the view of che Old Testament, obedience to the commandments 
of God, compliance with his will, is not only good, right, and salutary, 
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it is also a gift of Yahveh himself, who can, if he pleases, also harden 
the hearts of people and make chem incapable of perceiving his orders. 
Obedience, moreover, is the presupposition of wisdom." The act of 
obedience, to be sure, does not result from the rational understanding 
of a given situation, the plans and arrangements of God, the order of 
his creation, or the proper insight into one's own capacities. All this 
understanding comes from obedience rarher than leading to it. It is che 
willingness to listen to God's commandments, the turning of all one's 
forces and faculties to the divine creator that is required.“ That is why 
the act of obedience can never be understood as a performance of the 
intellect, though to be obedient always turns our to be wise. The kind 
of wisdom to which a man's obedience testifies has its objects in the 
past, that is to say in the deeds and promises of Yahveh. As to the fu- 
ture which has to be faced in making a decision, che same wisdom or 
knowledge is identical with faith or confidence. 

The God of the Old Testament is present and perceptible only in his 
commandments and orders, in the utterances of his will. His thought 
is far beyond human understanding. "For my thoughts are nor your 
thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, . . . For as the heavens are 
higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my 
thoughts than your thoughts” (Isa. 55:8f)." Man cannot come to 
agreement with the intention of Yahveh, that is ro say to perfection, 
through his intellectual efforts." The agreement results entirely from 
obedience in that special sense of the word. Man has ro refrain from 
upholding his intention against the will of Yahveh, regardless of what 
he is able to perceive or understand. The life of Abraham, as explained 
again and again in the Judaco-Christian tradition, offers the most strik- 
ing example of thar attitude, Abraham is prepared, without the 
slightest hesitation, to sacrifice his son, the only warrant of Yahveh's 
promise, for no reason but chat because Yahveh has told him to do so. 
It is nor said in Genesis 22 that Abraham even reflected on the sense 
such an order of Yahveh's could possibly make. His confidence in the 
results of what Yahveh has initiated does not imply a challenge to his 
intellect. Rational understanding does not provide any kind of con- 
gruity between the intentions of God and man. The prophet Ezekiel is 
told to convey to his people the words of Yahveh, "whether they will 
hear or whether they will forebear" (2:7, 3:11). There is no way to 
give a response to Yahveh's intention apart from hearing and obeying. 
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Accordingly, in the Old Testament there are many passages, dating 
from various periods and reflecting different theological approaches, 
where the universe is praised for its beauty, its magnificence, its order. 
Yet the universe only bears witness to the power, che mercy, and the 
will of its Creator." No author of the Old Testament speculates on the 
question whether the human mind may be vested with che very same 
reason which gives structure and life to the universe. This does not con- 
tradict che excremely high rank man has been given within creation (cf. 
Ps. 8:5f). But the essential factor is the will of God, which he has to 
follow in his conduct of life, 

Since ic is only the will of God which can be ascertained in the rela- 
tion between God and man, man cannot possibly give his response to 
God through an act of thinking or perceiving but only by his being 
obedient or disobedient, that is to say by his will. Any attempt to un- 
derstand intellectually che motives behind an order given by Yahveh is 
doomed to fail and even to lead to fatal disobedience. Knowledge can 
only be expected as a result of obedience, as was shown in the case of 
Abraham. “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom"— this 
maxim is repeated throughout the Old Testament in various contexts, 
in order co stress che importance of obedience to the commandments of 
Yahveh (Ps. 111:10; Job 28:28; Prov. 1:7). Obedience is regarded, 
even in texts of very archaic character, as more important than sacred 
and well-established rules for the intercourse becween God and man. 
This is pointed out, for example, in the story of Saul's sparing che life 
of the king of the Amalekites (1 Sam. 15:22). 

In the view of che Old Testament, no detail in the relation between 
God and man can be predicted or calculated by the efforts of the human 
intellect. The lesson to be learned from history or tradition is only that 
one must realize that God has always saved his elect beyond all reason- 
able expectation, and punished those who stood against his will. So che 
act of obedience to the will of God has to be repeated, collectively and 
individually, throughout che history of mankind, 

The Law of God as given to Moses has to be explained and to be 
applied to the changing conditions of human and social life, according 
to the unanimous testimony of Biblical and post-Biblical tradition. 
This need for permanent interpretation is an infinite challenge for the 
human intellect, and men acquire wisdom and knowledge by meeting 
this challenge. But che Law itself can never be questioned, examined, 
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through obedience— which again is an act of will and does not result 
from intellectual activity or emotional disposition. 

The picture seems different in the Wisdom Literature, so closely 
linked with parallel texts from Egypt and Babylonia. Here, vicissitudes 
and expectations of human life are largely discussed in a completely 
rationalistic way. The idea of God's interfering wich human affairs is 
barely mentioned, and social life seems to constiture an autonomous 
area, governed by understandable and calculable rules. So moral con- 
duct becomes a task for man's intellect: one has to know what human 
life is like, what the consequences of human activity are, and to act 
accordingly. 

A deeper understanding of that part of Biblical literature, as offered 
by Gerhard von Rad, is likely to make clear che limits of such an intel- 
lectualism." The possibility of dealing with social affairs and ethical 
problems exclusively by means of the human intellect is provided by 
the conviction that Yahveh, unlike many other gods in the Ancient 
Near East, has singled out that area of human activity. So man has been 
freed, by che will of his Creator, to use his wits and to act responsibly, 
because he is able to know, by his own intellectual efforts, the rules 
Yahveh has given for the whole field of human interrelationships. Ger- 
hard von Rad has also shown how this kind of intellectualism is more 
or less tacitly assumed in the early Wisdom Texts, in which ethical 
speculation is concentrated on the proper use of reason. [n the later 
strata of canonical and post-canonical Wisdom Literature the theologi- 
cal problem involved, that is to say, che will of Yahveh behind the rules 
and events in human life, becomes predominant, chus destroying the 
optimistic concept that, in the long run, all questions of moral conduct 
are to be solved through intellectual efforts. So again and again specula- 
tion returned to the problem of how to give rhe right response to the 
unpredictable utterances of che will of God. 

Later on, the Christians regarded che same obedience, from which 
true and lasting knowledge originates (Just. dial. 61)," primarily as 
the repeated act of acceptance by which the faithful totally delivers 
himself to the divine grace that has been revealed to him by an equally 
free act of divine will (e.g. Iren. adv. haer. 4.11.5; cf. 2.8.1). This act 
of acceptance on rhe side of man is necessary for his salvation, chough 
salvation itself is also a process foreseen in the universal order of crea- 
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tion. But the Gnostics are wrong, in the view of Irenaeus, in restricting 
salvation to its cosmic dimension, thus disregarding che freedom of 
both divine and human will."' 

To give a philosophical explanation of all these ideas, which were 
present in some way or other throughout the Judaeo-Christian tradi- 
tion, one needs a clear-cut notion of will and an unmistakable term to 
denote it. 

It is worth noting that the language of the Old Testament provides 
no possibility of distinguishing, by means of terminology and without 
information given by the particular context, between human intention 
resulting from intellectual activity and intention originating from in- 
stinct or emotion. No layer of Biblical Hebrew offers psychological 
terms to denore the difference, though it may be seen from any given 
text. Human intention in accordance with Yahveh's commandments or 
orders and human intention against it—this is the only difference that 
matters—may come from reason as well as emotion." Reason does not 
provide, as in Greece, the ultimate congruity between che human mind 
and che divine or cosmic order. 

Yahveh's mahf'böt on the other hand— His BouAai according to the 
Septuaginc— chat is to say his thoughts, plans, arrangements, and in- 
tentions, are certainly wise, salurary, perfect or— to use a philosophical 
term— perfectly rational, bur they are far beyond the understanding of 
man. Thus will is the only means man has of responding to God's in- 
tention as it is made clear in his orders and commandments. There are 
very moving passages in Greek literature, especially in Attic tragedy, 
where the obscurity and inscrurability of divine counsels are spoken 
of." Yet no hint can be discovered in those passages that man has been 
given distinct orders by che gods which he simply has co follow for his 
own benefit even without understanding their meaning and purpose. 
Unlike the Old Testament concept, Greek tragedy does not foresee che 
possibility that man can answer the intention of one of the gods by a 
simple act of obedience without a proper understanding of the given 
situation. The disobedience towards the divine which the tragic hero 
sometimes shows testifies co his ignorance and intellectual blindness, 
which cannot be healed or at least neutralized as to its fatal conse- 
quences by an act of obedience. 

The will as a faculty of man, by which he can give his response to 
God quite apart from intellectual understanding, as foreseen in Biblical 
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anthropology, is much easier to ascertain in cases of conflicting inten- 
tions, when obedience and compliance are refused, than in the case of 
agreement. The Old Testament frequently uses the verbal root 'ó5 
where will or obedience is to be denoted and, consequently, something 
like che concept of volition underlies the context. But with only two 
exceptions in the whole body of the Old Testament the verb occurs al- 
ways with a negation!” 

The fundamental difference between the Biblical idea of obedience 
and the Greek attitude as made explicit in philosophical doctrine comes 
out most clearly in a sentence of Seneca: Non paren deo sed assentior. "I do 
not obey God; rather, | agree with Him" (ep, 96.2). Obedience towards 
the divine is, in the view of the Stoic philosopher, far from being an act 
of will. It results from or rather is identical with a full and rational 
recognition of the divine order of nature, and leads man to agree, freely 
and voluntarily, with what nature or God has ordered him co be and to 
do. This agreement is reached, without any compulsion from outside 
and without any act of submission, through free and uninfluenced in- 
tellectual activity on the part of man. Deo parere libertas est: “compliance 
with God is liberty" (Sen. vit, beat. 15.3). This is possible because the 
will of God or nature is far from being arbitrary or unpredictable: Swa 
illis (sc. deis) in lege aeterna voluntas est; statuerunt quae non mutarent (the 
gods’ will lies in eternal laws; these they have esrablished to be immu- 
table) (Sen. de benef. 6.23.1). " There was no need for a term to denote 
volition as such in the framework of these ideas about God, the uni- 
verse, and man. @6éAeiv, as is pointed out by Epictetus, has to be de- 
fined as the correct arrangement (épappóceiv) of one's own ideas or aims 
and means (npoAnwpeic). If 0éAeiv and yiyveodaı, the intent of an act 
and its result, are in disagreement, the npoàńyei did not come from 
the right assessment of what is natural and possible (2. 17. 14— 18). Ev- 
erything, as can be seen from this doctrine, depends on sound intellec- 
tual judgement. 

Philosophical terms, so widely used even in very low levels of post- 
classical Greek, are absent from Biblical Hebrew. The notion of will has 
no corresponding word in either philosophical" or non-philosophical 
Greek. Consequently, we must nor expect to fird an unmistakable term 
which would make explicit an underlying concept of will where Bibli- 
cal thought is rendered in Greek, that is to say in Judaeo-Hellenistic 
literature. ^ There are only overtones or semantic implications attached 
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to some words in the vocabulary of both languages which lead the way 
to such a concept. 

The awareness of the problem is, in fact, attested by some minor 
lexicographical features. It is, for instance, hardly à coincidence that 
none of the numerous words which denote, rather indiscriminately, in- 
tention, desire, purpose, longing, or pleasure in Biblical Hebrew, have 
been consistently rendered by Greek Boúdopa: (BowAnoic) in the Sep- 
tuagint—even where the context clearly speaks of deliberate choice as 
providing the motive for action. The translators largely preferred Géo 
instead. It is true that 0éXo steadily gained ground on BouAopaı 
throughout the post-classical period of Greek (see below, p. 159, n. 2), 
above all in non-literary language. But @éA@ never completely replaced 
its competitor, and that is why che usage of the Septuagint is surpris- 
ing. To the translators of Biblical texts intention as such apparently 
seemed to be more important rhan the intellectual activity which pre- 
cedes action. 

Yer it still took a very long time to conceive, by the means and 
methods of Greek philosophy, the clear-cut notion of will which was 
always implied in the Biblical image of God, man, and the universe, 
though utterly alien to Greek cosmology and ethics. 


Il. 
The Greek View of 
Human Action | 


THE WORD "will" and its equivalents in modern lan- 
guages as applied to the description and evaluation of human action 
denotes sheer volition, regardless of its origin in either cognition or 
emotion. Will, considered as separate from its intellectual or non-intel- 
lectual context, is explained in many psychological and ethical theories 
throughout the history of European philosophy and science.’ Good or 
ill will as the decisive point of reference in the evaluation of human be- 
havior, for instance, became a favorite topic of ethical speculation. 
Moreover, the idea of will as a factor separate from both reason and 
emotion or instinct permeates all layers and periods of European 
thought. The idea has always been difficult to express distincrly and 
unmistakably, as can be seen from the usage in many languages, and 
also from passages where poets deal with the phenomenon of volition.’ 

The Greeks had no word of this kind in their language to denote will 
or intention as such. Professor Dodds, one of my distinguished prede- 
cessors in the series of Sather Lecturers, duly stressed this fact in his 
first lecture on The Greeks and the Irrational. ` During the period when 
the two verbs BouAopaı and (£)8£Ac were still different in meaning,’ the 
first signified primarily che planning and reflecting which precedes ac- 
tion. The second only meant "to be disposed, to be prepared." 6éAe1 
víyveo8ai means "it usually happens" (e.g. I/. 21.366), ou £0éAo10a 
refers to an act of persuasion which the one to be persuaded is not pre- 
pared to undergo (Sapph. 1.24 L.P.).' Sometimes preparedness, point- 
ed to by the word é0£Ao, comes very near to ability. Hesiod reports in 
the Works and Days (1348), that people in the Silver Age were unable 
to behave properly toward gods and men: üßpıv yàp aräodakov oùk 
&65vavro | à AA v ånéyeiv old’ áGavávouc Sepanetery | fj9eAov. "From 
outrage and wickedness they were unable ro abstain | among them- 
selves; nor towards serving the gods | were they disposed. " According to 
Solon (4.27 W.), the doors of a family's home (aükeıoı 83pa1) cannot 
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(oux &8éAouoiv) keep out an evil which has befallen the whole commu- 
nity (6npóciov kaxöv). If men do not plan sensibly (oiköta BouAcóeo0a1), 
God is not prepared (oux &86Ae1) to support human intentions (àvüpo- 
mýia yv@paı), says Herodotus (8. 60y) in a passage where the difference 
between preparedness and intention is particularly noteworthy.“ In Ho- 
mer we find the juxtaposition of oùx ¿Béda . . . àÀÀà BooAopa: (Od. 
9.96, 18.364) which means that someone is nor prepared to do one 
thing but rather decides on the other.’ ('E)8£Ac does not denote in- 
tention unless a word like ei8óc or yryvookov "knowing" is attached, 
thereby introducing the concept of intellectual perception which is also 
implied in the meaning of yvóypm or èx npovoiac "on purpose, deliber- 
ately.” Hesiod (op. 280ff) contrasts perjury and truthful testimony as 
follows: ei yàp tic x'éOéAr tà Sixar dyopedoa | yryvookov . . . óc 5é Ke 
papvupinoiv éxov éniopKov ópóocac | yeúoeta:. . . (if someone is pre- 
pared to utter what is right knowingly . . . but whoever lies in his 
testimonies having deliberately sworn a false oath). The connotation of 
intentionality is introduced only by yiyv@oxev and éxóv. 

On the other hand, many words for cognition or thought inevitably 
imply the semantic element of decision or intention which results from 
intellectual activity. This applies to yryvógko, Siavotopai, vo£o, and 
other words." [poaipéopai, which cornes very close to our concept of 
will, clearly refers to the choice which the intellect makes out of several 
possible objectives of action, IIpoaípecic—literally “predilection” or 
"preference" —denotes the act of intellectual perception rather than in- 
tention itself, the general direction which action takes," or the strength 
of the impulse towards action. Only che impulse to action which results 
from emotion, passion, or instinct can be described in words that do 
not connote, at the same time, the perception of the aim. This also 
applies co che noun Afjpa, a derivative of the verb Að, "I will." The verb 
occurs only in the Doric vocabulary, where it seems to have corre- 
sponded to (&)8éAo. AiAfig (Carm. pop. 24.2 Page; Epich. 170.7 Kaibel) 
can be literally translated by ei Béàeig, denoting preparedness and 
assent rather than intention." Arjpa does, in fact, point in the general 
direction in which action leads. '' But, in any given context, ir is always 
stated whence this intention originates. The word never became a psy- 
chological term in the philosophical tradition and occurs mainly in po- 
etical texts. 

Another word which even acquired some terminological value in 
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later Platonic philosophy should be mentioned in chis context. TéApa 
(toApn) not only means risk and the moral attitude required to take a 
risk (audacity) but also the very act of will by which an individual over- 
comes his own inhibitions, which might prevent him from acting in a 
given situation, Every achievement, according to Gorgias (fr. 8 Unter- 


steiner = Clem. Alex. strom. 1.51) 61v ápevov eita . . . tóng 
pév tov xivéuvov ünopeivai, oopiag 6$ tà aioipa yvàva: "[ All achieve- 
ments] need a double virtue . . . on the one hand, the inclination to 


take risks upon oneself and, on the other hand, wisdom to know what 
is appropriate." ° TéApa, in this particular meaning, does not denote 
the impulse towards action that comes from emotional disposition and 
that can be designated by words like ópyrj or 9upóc (see below p. 26). It 
refers rather to a performance within man's consciousness (évi ppeoi 
Bupög rópa: "the spirit was bold in their breasts", I/. 10.232) by 
which obstacles like fear, reverence, shame and the like are removed 
and the road to a good or evil deed opened up. Ovx rnf0£Anoac ots’ 
£vóAunoac Baveiv tod 000 mpd nai8óg (you were neither prepared, nor 
dared, to die in your son's stead). This is said to old Pheres who was 
neither prepared nor could bring himself to sacrifice his life for his son 
(Eur. Alc. 644f). So tóàpa, toApdw in this particular sense always im- 
plies a moral judgement, positive or negative according to the moral 
value of the ensuing action. The drive towards action (Arpa) which 
comes from such an act can be called ox ätoApov in the language of 
lyric poetry (Aristoph. zu. 457f, ran. 898). In a famous passage of the 
Antigone of Sophocles (365ff) the good and bad use is spoken of which 
man can make of his arts and skills, and it is the töApa that prompts the 
use, rather than the skill itself, which underlies the moral and religious 
verdict. In this passage, Sophocles clearly stated the fundamental dif- 
ference between technical and moral knowledge, long before philo- 
sophical speculation tried to clarify che problem involved. TéApa in this 
context, however, being itself the decision to initiate an act of moral 
relevance, seems to depend entirely on moral knowledge or ignorance 
(620ff). " Which töApaı and what audacity of thought (qpevóv 9pácoc) 
have led to this deed, Odysseus asks in Sophocles’ Ajax (46). Notable 
toApa is shown by the great criminal as well as by the hero or the man 
who sacrifices everything for his neighbor." A man's tóàpa can be 
judged according to the reasonable, a code of behaviour, or from the 
general feeling about what should be protected by shame and reverence 
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(aiöwg). ” In the passage from Sophocles’ Antigone quoted above, it is 
reverence towards the gods which determines the good decision or the 
tóàpa. 

There was a cult of the personified tóàpa at Athens, and the Pythag- 
oreans seem to have speculated on the phenomenon of decision as indi- 
cated by the term. Later on, töApa, toApäv was gradually restricted to 
its negative meaning." 

The one whose t6Apa is never restricted by any kind of ai8óc is called 
audäöng, always pleased with himself. He thinks and acts purely self- 
ishly, and is incapable of seeing the bonds which connect him with the 
fate of other people. Euripides’ Medea offers che classic example of that 
attitude.” 

Hesiod and others called ai66c one of the essential conditions of so- 
cial life, and Protagoras, in his theory of the origins of civilization, said 
it could be attributed to every human being as a part of his moral and 
political knowledge, whereas laymen and experts can be distinguished 
according to the extent of their technical knowledge. This is all explic- 
able in terms of knowledge and ignorance. The man who has been 
given ai8ó as part of his code of behavior simply knows what rules he 
has to observe and what restrictions he has to impose on himself. But 
the struggle between xóApa, which initiates the drive towards action, 
and the restricting power of aiSac, once made explicit in definite con- 
cepts and words, is hard to explain in terms of cognition and knowl- 
edge alone. 

It has long been disputed whether or not the first half of Phaedra's 
speech in Euripides’ Hippolytus directly refers to the plot of the drama.” 
Phaedra says, in the first part, that right action according to correct 
knowledge is sometimes hindered by lack of energy (äpyia), pleasure 
and longing for comfort (H6ovai), or aidac. In context, this statement 
is strange, since what Phaedra is going to do undoubtedly violates both 
her own moral knowledge of the better and the standards of aiöcg, 
which are identical rather than opposed to each other. Thus the mean- 
ing of ai8óc in 384 seems to imply something which normal usage does 
not always indicate. Aiĝóg can be defined as a collective and prospective 
conscience which persuades man co apply the moral standards of his 
society to a situation where he has to act. In this capacity, ai&óc may 
turn out, in many cases, to be the principal obstacle for any action 
whatsoever, since it makes a man aware and, perhaps, afraid of the en- 


24 The Greek View of Human Action I 


suing reactions to his deed and of ocher discomforts that may possibly 
result from it. So aióóc may prevent him from acting at all, despite his 
being obliged to do something, because it can offer appealing excuses 
for him to stay inactive and supports the indolence and timidity of 
human nature. 

According to early and classical Greek thought, then, the function 
of ai8óc can be considered in two ways." Applying current moral stan- 
dards or creating an awareness of what moral judgement can be ex- 
pected from other people, aiö@g contributes valuable pieces of moral 
information to the act of deciding involved. Where a man, however, is 
simply prevented by ai&ó from acting spontaneously, a phenomenon of 
volition is primarily spoken of.” The second aspect comes out much 
more clearly if the action prevented by the intercession of aiöwg was 
demanded according to moral standards. In such cases, aiößg as the op- 
ponent of téApa (Eur. A/c, 981) becomes a synonym of indolence, tim- 
idity, comfort-mindedness. "It is more comfortable to lie when we are 
ashamed of the truth." ^ 

We should note again that the element of volition sometimes im- 
plied in the meaning of ai&óc is never expressed separately by that very 
word. Where a positive judgement is passed on the behavior of the per- 
son involved, ai&óc, which facilitates che decision to act rightly, always 
points to the due knowledge and application of moral standards. 
Where aiöwg prevents somebody from the action required, it is his lack 
of energy or his timidity which is spoken of with a clear moral verdict. 

This is all well known” and does not need to be treated in further 
detail, as it does not lead to the medieval or modern concept of will. 
However, I should perhaps add one more example: about 300 B.C., the 
physician Diocles wrote a largish book on dietetics. One passage is de- 
voted to the problem of determining criteria that indicate an empty 
stomach. Among other symptoms he mentions tò ÖPeKTIKÖG Exeiv npdc 
BovAnoıv tot qayeiv, that is to say “to be instinctively disposed toward 
the deliberate decision to take food." ^* Diocles is speaking, in fact, of 
two psychological factors: one is the animal instinct of hunger, the 
other reasoning on the basis of that appetite which leads to the decision 
to eat something. Our term "will" denotes only the resulting inten- 
tion, leaving out any special reference to thought, instinct, or emotion 
as possible sources of that intention. Greek, on the other hand, is able 
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to express intention only together with one of its causes, but never in 
its own right. 

Diocles did not use a strictly philosophical terminology. But the 
subdivision of the human soul according to its rational and irrational 
forces to which he clearly refers was well known to the Greeks long 
before philosophy started to deal with psychological problems.” The 
language of Homer has many archaic elements. Among these appar- 
ently belongs one method of expressing psychological phenomena. 
Fearing, hoping, reflecting, desiring, and any other mental or emo- 
tional activity is often attached to that particular part of the body 
through which it seems to be produced or performed. So cowardice or 
fear is located in the legs, because the person in question is running 
away, and anger in the breast or in the breath, because his respiration is 
accelerated. The same form of expression can be found in other lan- 
guages of the archaic type, in Biblical Hebrew for instance, and also, 
by the way, in modern colloquial expressions. In Hebrew, however, a 
man can indiscriminately use his heart (/é), his vital power (zeper), 
his breath (yaa) or other parts of his physical self in order to think, to 
desire, to love, to be angry and so forth. There may be some preferences 
but certainly no definite and lasting code in the coordination of organs 
and functions, though the kind of motivation can always be seen from 
the context, and psychological reflections are sometimes very refined.” 

The picture looks different in Homeric, that is to say equally ar- 
chaic, Greek. Perceiving, thinking, planning are usually the business 
of @pévec (perhaps che midriff) and vöog (mind); emotion and impulses 
resulting from emotion are produced by the 8upög, which represents, at 
the same time, the vis vitalis of che living individual." Hvop (perhaps the 
belly),^ xapóín (heart), and sometimes otñðog (breast) are the parts 
where emotional disposition is located and felt. Psychological functions 
are very definitely distributed to certain parts of the body, though some 
confusion is caused by the hisrorical development which is document- 
ed, in its successive stages, in the traditional language of Homeric po- 
etry. But in general the psychological vocabulary of early Greek is 
nearly as precise as the terminology of later philosophy," its terms and 
ways of expression largely being understandable regardless of context 
and situation. 

This tendency to accuracy led at a very early stage to the distinct 
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classification of rational and irrational factors in che human soul, long 
before the comprehensive notion of soul as distinct from the body and 
representing man's moral self was even conceived (in the sixth cenrury 
B.C.)." Man always constituted a psycho-physical unity in the view of 
Homer. 

According to Homeric anthropology, impulses toward action may 
originate directly from planning or deliberation as well as from emo- 
tions like anger, fear, or hatred.‘' They can also result from both rea- 
soning and emotion, as intensified deliberation in a crucial situation 
affects both the intellectual and the emotional disposition. Achilles 
desperately tries to find a way out of the shameful position into which 
he has been manoeuvred by the arrogance of Agamemnon: tavd’ àp- 
parve Kata ppeva Kai Kata 9upóv (this he weighed in his heart and 
mind) (I4. 1.193), and resolves to draw his sword. 

The two kinds of motivation, that from reasoning and that from 
emotion, may reinforce or invalidate each other. 'Exov àéxovií te 
8unó (willingly with an unwilling spirit), as Homer formulates it in 
order to indicate how Zeus has deliberately and intentionally delivered 
Troy to be destroyed by the anger of Hera, whereas his sympathies told 
against this measure (//. 4.43). In a simile, on the other hand, the 
lion's way of acting is determined by two contradictory yet equally irra- 
tional feelings, namely fear and aggressiveness: . . . tag xe vpei &ogupe- 
vóg nep (which he fears despite being driven [by hunger]) (//. 11.554). 

Intention itself, whether originating from reasoning or from emo- 
tion, can never be named, in the language of Homer, without reference 
to one or the other of these origins. That is why 6upéc, emotion that 
may or may nor lead to action,“ can rise évi ppeoiv, for it comes from 
information properly perceived by the intellect, as in the case of Odys- 
seus when he had listened to the story of Eumaeus (Od. 15.486f): “ 
Eöypaı’, 7} páda 8rj pon évi ppeoi Bupöv ópivac | taŭğta Exacta AMéyov. . . . 
(Eumaeus, you have stirred the spirit in my qpévec). 

In short, the main elements of traditional Greek psychology were 
already fully developed in Homer, even without the aid of che concept 
of soul." Within the limits imposed by che divine rule, man is seen to 
act in accordance with his own rational and irrational forces. In order to 
cope properly with a given situacion he has to perceive it as distinctly as 
possible and, ar che same time, apply the current moral standards, as 
Odysseus does at Od. 11.402ff. "^ Action that results from such reason- 
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ing cannot possibly go astray, unless a god interferes with human plan- 
ning, as Aphrodite blatantly does in the case of Helen (I/. 3.385ff) or 
Athena in the case of Achilles (1/. 1. 194f). Yet the actual performance 
of the act depends largely on the amount of energy drawn from the 
irrational forces. These can be released and directed by the planning 
intellect, which produces, in this way, its own 8upóc. They can also be 
mobilized quite spontaneously, but this is always dangerous and may 
lead to disaster unless the intellect interferes in time. There is no need 
for an intermediate will, on which the action would directly depend 
and to which any moral judgement on a man's behavior would ul- 
timately refer. Moral judgement is primarily concerned with the intel- 
lectual achievement implied in a man's behavior. That is why Homeric 
heroes are so often said to know something when their moral attitude is 
being described." Accordingly, vóoc," "planning," can be used, to- 
gether with or without 6upoc, as the noun to denote man's attitude in 
general: tövöe vóov xai Ovpóv &vi oujOcooiv éxovtec (having this plan 
and resolution in their breasts) (//. 4.309) and avOpanwv ... vóov 
Eyvo, "of men . . . he knew the mind" (Od. 1.3). Nóog can take this 
comprehensive meaning because of the leading part played by the intel- 
lect in this kind of moral assessment, ®upög because of the actions 
which are regularly instigated and performed by it and which display 
the moral quality of the acting person: 'AAA' 6 pèv Üpetepog Oupóc kai 
deixéa Épya | paívexat . . . : "Your spirit and unseemly deeds are plainly 
visible" (Od. 4.694f). 

The twofold psychology that explains human behavior on the basis 
of the interaction of rational and irrational forces and has no room for 
the concept of will prevails throughout the Greek tradition from the 
time of Homer onwards, This applies, in particular, to Attic drama, 
where the analysis and description of psychological phenomena became 
a highly developed art.” Emotion and reason are always clearly dis- 
tinguished and their mutual interaction carefully described when the 
motives of human action are being discussed, analyzed, or simply men- 
tioned in Greek tragedy and comedy. 

A few examples may suffice to illustrate this. Pentheus' activity in 
Euripides’ Bacchae is wicked right from the beginning; his attitude 
during the miraculous epiphany of Dionysus is only the most spectacu- 
lar instance, His will, as we are inclined to say, was evil, peccable, 
wicked. Euripides makes the Chorus summarize that impression in the 
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following words (997f): adixm yv@pa napavópo v ópyà ... paveíoq 
npanié: rapakóno te Ààjpau (wich unjust thought and criminal pas- 
sion, with frenzied mind and misled intent). The second line character- 
izes Pentheus' drive to action as the result of his being out of his senses, 
paveica nparíc, referring to the loss of his cognitive capacity, napá- 
xonov Afjpa, his impulse to action being thus misled. The first line 
gives che moral judgement on this condition: His way of reasoning is 
Gbixos (unjust), his striving napávopoc (unlawful). In both statements, 
reason and emotion are carefully distinguished, yet both stress reduced 
intellectual capacities as the primary cause of failure and sin. 

Sophocles makes Creon reflect on the possibility of ascertaining a 
man's character (Art. 176): it is impossible to know in every man what 
his wuxrj, his gpövnpa, and his yvopn are like before he has been tested 
in administrative and legal practice.“ Wuyń refers to the vital or natu- 
ral disposition of man," ppövnpa and yvopn to his moral attitude 
which is based on intellectual activity. 

Euripides’ Medea offers the most striking illustration of how reason 
and emotion, both being necessary to bring about any sort of action, 
can be perverted both separately and in their mutual interaction. Lines 
635ff explicitly refer to the perversion of irrational feelings, 1014f de- 
scribe the perverted use man is able to make of his intellect, whereas 
844ff depict, in the context of praise of Athens, the ideal cooperation of 
emotion and intellect. The same bipartition, by the way, was kept 
throughout the history of Greek chought inside and outside philosoph- 
ical speculation. "Every accomplishment is due to two factors, deliber- 
ation leading to a decision (foóAnoic) and willingness to invest emo- 
tional energy (mpo8upia)." This is said in a speech in Polybius’ 
Histories (3. 107.5). 

Aristophanes depicts the contradictory feelings with which person- 
ified Athens regards Alcibiades (ran. 1425): she longs for him, she 
hates him— but, in the end, she deliberately wants to have him (no@ei 
pév, éx8aípei 66, BowActa: 6'Éyeiv). Again, volition from emotion, com- 
plicated and self-contradictory as it may be, and the final decision 
which results from reasoning are clearly distinguished. 

Tvopn became a key word in the general vocabulary of moral reflec- 
tion in the course of the fifth century, not only in tragedy and comedy. 
Tvópr and yiyvóoxco mostly have double connotations: adequate per- 
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ception of and reflection on reality plus a right decision to act according 
to that insight. KaÀóc éyvoopéva (well conceived) (Eur. Med. 779) is 
the approving comment of Jason when Medea has informed him about 
her—pretended— change of mind and the resulting intention. We 
may observe the same thing in 912f: 


Eyvo 6C tiv vix@oav—aAAGa tà xpóvo— 

PovAnv. yuvaikóc Epya tata ocxppovos. 

(You have recognized, although late in the day, the prevailing plan. 
Such an action befits a decent woman). 


Here £yvog refers to both cognition and intention. Even yvopn 
(maxim, formulated piece of wisdom) implies, at least indirectly, the 
meaning of volition, for most maxims are coined for parenetic pur- 
poses. So it is not always clear whether yvóym denotes "maxim" or 
"plan, intention” in a given passage. In Aristoph. su. 896 the yv@par 
which the Adikos Logos promises to introduce into the discussion have 
to be taken, in all probability, as maxims. In line 533, where che Cho- 
tus is speaking to the audience, yvópn refers to the favorable attitude 
the spectators are supposed to foster towards che poer because of their 
positive judgement on a foregoing play: èx toútou por motà nap'ónóv 
yvoung £o8' ópxia (from this I cherish pledges of your good will). 
Again, yvopn includes both intellectual activity and volition, as in 
Herodotus 3.81.5, where it is said that Otanes in his recommendation 
of democratic order yvópng tg dpiorng Apäpınke (he falls short of the 
best judgement). " 

Ivóyn, yiyvóoko can refer both to specific judgement plus inten- 
tion in a given situation " and to the general attitude of people.“ Every 
action results from yv@pn according to Antiphon (or. 5.5): tò pev yàp 
pia tis yA@oons apdpmpa sou, tò 66 Épyov xfj; yvoung (the spoken 
word may be a slip of the tongue, the deed, however, of the mind . . .). 

Tvóyr as the motive of action can never be ascribed simply to the 
nature of a man. It is always due to an intellectual performance. Some- 
times nature and yvópr, are in full accordance: kai qüvtec Kade kai 
yvövteg Spoia (born nobly and similarly inclined) (Lys. 2.20). In other 
cases, compulsions from outside or spontaneous and irrational impulses 
from within are explicitly contrasted with yv@pn as possible forces 
leading to action. Democritus teaches that all the hardships man im- 
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poses on himself originate not from the natural needs of the human 
body but from the fact that yv@pn does not get hold of the right aim 
(kakodıyia tjs yv@pns B 223). 

There is, however, not only the antagonism of yvopr and òpyń, in- 
tention based on reasoning and irrational impulse, which sometimes 
interfere with each other; also fear or hesitation, being irrational factors 
as well, frequently avert the intellect (vóoc) that has to produce yvópn 
from its intention (BeAfjpata), as is pointed out in a fragment of Sophis- 
tic literature (Antiph. B 58). In its quality as the immediate cause of 
action, yv@pn can be said to produce or to have ópyrj and the like, 
which is as fatal as uncontrolled emotion if the foregoing intellectual 
activity has moved the wrong way. "Axpatog tfs yvopng ópyrj (uncon- 
trolled impulse originating from [mis]judgement), a formulation of 
Alcidamas to denote that condition, was severely reproached by Aris- 
totle for stylistic reasons (Rhet. 1406210). Thucydides attributes emo- 
tions (tò Bupoupevov wg yvópng 7.86; cf. Antiph. or. 2.3) or angry 
emotions (tò ópy1zópevov ts yvópng 2.59), inertia or lack of energy (èv 
wp àveyévo Ws yvópns 5.9), alongside intention and suspicion (tò 
BouAópevov xai ünorrtov vic yv@png 1.90) to human yvópn. Thus all 
kinds of impulses, including irrational ones, result from man's intellec- 
tual activity. The Sophist Antiphon postulated laws that would pre- 
scribe what the voüg is not allowed to desire (émOupeiv B 44 col. III). " 
Consequently it is not surprising that ppövnpa (purpose), yvópn 
(judgement), voüg (intellect), 8ávoia (notion) " co denote moral atti- 
tude in general or disposition towards a person can be replaced, occa- 
sionally, by ópyri (impulse), at least in poetic language." Such an ex- 
pression does not infringe upon the predominance of the human 
intellect in moral life, because ópyrj may come from yva@un. But if a 
man really acts because of spontaneous emotion, this is bound to lead 
co failure, for his öpyn is using its own cognitive faculty instead of che 
right one: this Sophocles called aóxóyvoxog ópyá, emotion or drive us- 
ing its own, that is to say irrational and misleading, cognition (Ant. 
875).^ 

A change in one's intention due either to fresh information and sec- 
ond thoughts or to hesitation caused by feelings and emotions is usually 
spoken of, in both early and later Greek, as a change in one's intellec- 
tual activity (perayıyvookw, pevavoo etc.). It is in general not very 
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favorably looked upon (Thuc. 2.61.2f), regardless from which kind of 
influence it results, ” for it always implies that one of the two intentions 
is or was based on error. Acting under the influence of error, however, 
always means the loss of one's own freedom of choice. Thus Agamem- 
non’s change of mind (petayvavai), as described by Aeschylus (Ag. 
221), indicates the loss of his freedom to choose and take the initiative 
based on reasoning (tò navtétoApov Ppoveiv: to intend the all-daring 
deed), as can be seen from his hesitation. In the case of Xerxes this 
process is caused by the gods (oopus anata coo: the treacherous 
deceit of the god, Pers. 93),” but this is of secondary importance com- 
pared to the negative slant which every case of changed intention usu- 
ally receives according to Greek moral standards. Someone who has 
changed his mind for the better because of his suffering and distress is 
regarded as a fool rather chan as a man who has become wise from his 
own experience of life nad@v 66 xe vrjmoc Eyvo (a fool learns from suf- 
fering) (Hes. op. 218)." A positive verdict on a man's moral perfor- 
mance can be justified only by a positive intellectual achievement 
which preceded and determined his intention to act. That is why al- 
ready in Homer, where the motivation of human activities shifts from 
wholesale intervention by the gods (e.g. //. 9. 188—223) to psychologi- 
cal factors (e.g. Od. 6.118— 143), attention is focused on the acts of 
cognition and deliberation rather than on those of volition.” 


4 


Late in the seventh century B.C. the Greeks learned for the first time 
to take into account, in their administration of justice, the difference 
between intentional and inadvertent killing." The problem of inten- 
tionality never ceased to be discussed, from that time onwards, in 
criminal law, civil law, and legal theory. "' 

Once the difference between intentional and non-intentional offenses 
had become a common feature in most legal systems of the Greek world, 
it was usually denoted by che pair of terms Gpaptnpa and ayvénpa,” 
whereby non-intentionality is interpreted as ignorance of the better. 
Thus intention was assessed, in its legal relevance, according to the 
amount of knowledge the delinquent had, at the moment of his act, 
concerning the means and ends of his deed and the legal standards ap- 
plicable to it. The good or ill will which may have led him in his ac- 
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tions, and which could have been taken into account regardless of the 
knowledge he had of che given situation wich all its implications, is 
clearly not indicated in that terminology. 

Il will, however, was not unknown in Greek theory of law. A fa- 
mous fragment from Theophrastus has preserved a lengthy discussion 
of various Greek laws of sale and their moral and legal content.” In 
some passages Theophrastus gives his interpretation of the purpose of 
various legal measures. One states thar the seller should sell his estate 
without deceit (4686Awc), another, that drunkenness, anger, conten- 
tiousness, and insanity should be excluded on both sides (prj napa 
peSuovtoc und’ £& ópyris unde pidoveiniac, pnôè rapavooüvroc, aAAd ppo- 
voüvtoc), for these factors belong either to occasion (kaipóc) or to emo- 
tion (ná80c), whereas the legal act should be accomplished inten- 
tionally (éx npoaipéoecc). Intention (npoaípecic), however, entirely and 
solely depends on intellectual activity (ppoveiv) as opposed to emotion 
(ná80c) and conditions prevailing outside the person in question (xai- 
póc). Pıkoveıkia was not always defined as a nädog in ancient theories of 
ethics and psychology, and öpyn was often regarded as semirational (see 
below p. 57f). Yet here, in the context of legal theory, an impulse deter- 
mined by these factors clearly appears as non rational or emotional, for 
intention from the legal point of view has to be based on intellectual 
perception rather than good or ill will. Emotion or passion provides the 
only psychological alternative to the knowledge of the objective wich 
regard to the ensuing impulse towards action. Good or ill will, though 
well known in its various appearances such as envy or benevolence, did 
not become a factor separated from its origin in either intellect or emo- 
tion, as the legal and moral evaluation of human activities operated ac- 
cording to the criterion of intentionality. 

It is in the framework of chis kind of reasoning that Gorgias made a 
defendant argue in the following way: if I am as intelligent as you all 
believe me to be, I cannot possibly commit such a crime, but if I have, 
I am not intelligent (Pal. 26). Palamedes, the speaker of these lines, 
does not discuss the possibility of an inadvertent offense. It is rather the 
amount of intelligence invested that qualifies the intention leading ro 
the alleged crime. Criminal intention, according to what Palamedes 
has in mind, corresponds to a low level of intelligence and thus results 
from ignorance. 

This fictitious argument of Gorgias’ Palamedes is in full accordance 
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with a number of passages in later texts where, against the normal 
usage, àyvónpa and the like is said of the intentional offense." Where 
moral accomplishment depends entirely on intellectual performance, 
lack of intelligence or cognitive abilities (àyvcpooóvn) becomes wick- 
edness.” There is no point in introducing the factor of good or ill will 
as a moral or legal criterion under these circumstances. The Socratic 
maxim of oU8eic éx@v äpapraveı, "no one fails on purpose," was deeply 
rooted in Greek thought. 

Knowledge that determines action was of greater importance than 
the ensuing accomplishment in the entirely moral evaluation of hu- 
man conduct, although the difference between law and ethics was never 
explicitly stated by the Greeks. The primacy of intention was in- 
creasingly stressed in Greek moral thought from the sixth century on- 
wards, as can be seen in Simonides or Aeschylus." But it was always 
knowledge or ignorance which determined human intention. Failure 
and crime were attributed to Aöyou v’ Gvoia: Lack of understanding or 
reason (Soph. Ant. 603). So when the gods decided to destroy or 
punish a man, they simply disturbed his intellect, making him igno- 
rant of good and evil, as is described by Theognis (4028). The man 
who thus becomes a trespasser is justly punished. This cruel mecha- 
nism, by which a man is led to intellectual and moral blindness, was 
labeled by the old term átn, which had a different meaning outside 
moral and religious speculation.” It is referred to again and again in 
fifth-century literature, particularly in Herodotus. There was no good 
will in human nature which protected a man from becoming morally 
bad once his intellectual capacities had been drastically reduced. Words 
like eundeia became synonyms of aßeAtepia, in the sense of naive "good- 
heartedness," and were primarily used in an ironical or even derogatory 
sense. 

All this points to the outstanding importance which the Greeks as- 
cribed to knowledge in any situation where action was required.“ Ac- 
cordingly, the moral verdict they passed on a man's conduct always re- 
ferred to his choice of the means and ends, but never to intention or 
inclination as such. It has already been said (see above n. 37) that in the 
language of Homer the man who shows a friendly attitude towards oth- 
ers, who has good will as we put it, "knows friendly things," and peo- 
ple are called fools because of outrages they did quite deliberately. 
Xenophon (mem. 3.11.16) prefers euvoikàg gıkeiv, "being one's friend 
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with moral judgement," to paAaxög qiÀeiv, which only refers to emo- 
tional sympathy without the control of reason. Eüvoia, "good will," 
derives from voeiv, voüg, which we discussed previously,” and the righ- 
teous man is ev@uyvwpos according to Democritus (B 181), that is to 
say "whose thoughts go straight forward." The intellect is regarded 
as the origin of volition and desire by the Sophist Antiphon (above, 
p. 30). 

One word in the earliest vocabulary of Greek, however, contradicts 
the traditional intellectualism. Whenever the Homeric heroes display 
extraordinary activities, whenever their exploits surpass all expecta- 
tion, it is due to their pévoc. But pévog is something peculiar. Before 
such extraordinary achievements, before an dpioteia, one of the gods 
usually gives the hero some pévoc—in his heart, his 9upóc, his oufdog, 
or wherever psychological phenomena are normally located according 
to the ideas of Homer,“ for pévog does not fit in with the carefully lo- 
calized faculty-psychology of the Old Epic. M&vog is an additional gift, 
provided only on a special occasion and not supposed to become a last- 
ing part of the person in question. Its presence can be seen from the 
outstanding energy displayed, from the irresistible impulse to action.” 
In short, pévog provides will of unusual strength which does not result 
from the perception of objectives or from any kind of emotion like an- 
ger and fury, Yet the meaning of pévog includes the strength of will 
only and does not refer to its direction. 

Moreover, the concept of pévoc points to the human will as such, 
without any attempt to give, at the same time, a moral evaluation of it, 
as is always implied in the meaning of terms like avOaSe1a “arrogance, 
self-willedness," eùpéveia “benevolence,” or Kaptepia, “perseverance” 
or “tenacity.” Words of this kind undoubtedly denote human qualities 
which are usually described, in modern European languages, in terms 
of will and intention without reference to the intellect. Bur unlike 
pévoc, they always involve a very distinct judgement on a man's moral 
attitude and are incapable of denoting intention as such. Only pévog 
comes indeed very near co the modern notion of will, which is defined 
by one psychologist of our own time as "energy for acting at the dis- 
posal of consciousness" (C. G. Jung). Mévoc, however, does not belong 
to che normal or natural equipment of man according to Homeric psy- 
chology.” It is something numinous“ which only appears where the 
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gods unpredictably interfere with human affairs, thus disturbing the 
calculable sequence of events. And such interference became comfort- 
ingly rare after the Trojan War." 

The concept of pévoc does not go with the usual bipartition into ra- 
tional and irrational factors which had become the very basis of Greek 
psychology already in Homer. That is probably why pévoc was already 
losing its original meaning at the time of the Old Epic," and became a 
word of the poetical vocabulary denoting simply "strong emotion.” 
The word was never used in good prose. " The grammarians of Alex- 
andria never came to a proper understanding of the underlying concept 
in the language of Homer. They took pévoc as either physical strength 
or strong emotion. 

The same semantic change from the field of religion or magic to 
ordinary psychology can also be observed in the derivatives of pévoc. 
Avoyevric is a well-defined term in Homer. It normally denotes the op- 
ponent on the battlefield, that is to say the warrior who has been given 
pévog against oneself.” No reference to his internal or emotional dis- 
position is implied. His hostility is entirely functional and does not 
need to be explained in terms of psychology. There are only a few late 
passages in Homer where hostility as an emotional or moral disposition 
is, perhaps, implied (e.g. Od. 6.185). 

The opposite is true of eüpevrjc, “benevolent,” which always refers to 
somebody's emotional disposition. But it does not occur in the Old 
Epic at all. It was not coined until the sixth century B.C.,'' when pévoc 
had already become a word to denote strong emotion, without any 
magical or numinous overtones. So eupevng was said, from the very 
beginning, of a man who is amicably disposed towards someone else. 

Once in the Odyssey (6. 184f) we find the form evpevétns. The con- 
cord of a married couple gives GAyea 6uopevéeoot, xáppaxa 6’ cüpevé- 
tpo: "pain to their enemies and joy to their friends," says Odysseus to 
Nausikaa. Clearly the words in question refer to friendly and unfriendly 
disposition respectively, without any numinous implication.” 

The archaic concept of pévog was, in fact, the only one through 
which intention could be grasped independently of both cognition and 
emotion. Yet it was soon discarded. Only two factors were left to ex- 
plain and to evaluate human action and its motivation, both belong- 
ing, unlike pévog, to the normal or natural equipment of man. Psy- 
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chology had been reduced to the rational understanding of nature long 
before philosophy started. 


+ 


Greek philosophy, however, did not draw its origin from reflections 
on the human soul or consciousness: it began with an investigation of 
the universe. The earliest attempts at philosophical reflection were 
made to prove, as Heraclitus said, that the universe is structured and 
kept alive according to rules which man applies in his activity of 
thought and communication.” Parmenides went even further in his 
statement that thought and being are identical. 

Such an approach seems to be fairly optimistic, as che rationality and 
perspicuity of choughts are taken for granted. Buc it was, at that time, 
far from being an entirely new concept. It is true thar the gods of the 
Greek cities were certainly regarded not only as the guardians of eternal 
laws but even more as powerful allies and protectors whose benevolence 
was not predictable and needed to be secured.” The theological and 
moral concept of üxr (see above n. 47) evinces, in a given situation, the 
rule of the gods as utterly irrational. Sophocles and Herodotus were 
particularly concerned with the overwhelming power of the gods and 
the inexplicable way in which they use it. Pidéei ó 0cóc nävra và Unep- 
Éxovta KoAowenv: "che god tends to cut short everything that is eminent” 
(Hdr. 7.30.2e). This is clearly not a maxim intended to clarify the hu- 
mane character of divine rule, and the treatment Ajax receives from 
Athena in Sophocles’ tragedy is not likely to fortify the faith that the 
standards of divine activity are as understandably rational and ethical as 
the moral code of honest people. 

Yet wherever we find, in early Greek literature, the attempt at a 
comprehensive understanding of the divine order rather than reflection 
on isolated phenomena in human life, attention is focused on the reg- 
ularity, perceptibility, and reliabiliry of the divine rule over the world. 
Homer explained the events in the Trojan War, extraordinary, compli- 
cated, and quickly changing as they were, as resulting from the precon- 
ceived plan of Zeus. Hesiod tried to understand the universe, its ori- 
gin, structure, and life, according to the model of a family or tribe 
where everything was ruled and ordered as the accepted law or conven- 
tion prescribed. Hesiod was the first” to make Zeus, unlike earlier 
gods, rule the whole world with justice. This idea entails a consider- 
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able moral stimulus for mankind; it also implies a good deal of con- 
fidence in the reliability and perspicuity of nature. This is worth 
noting, because we find, at the same time, in Hesiod as well as in 
many other texts of the seventh and sixth centuries, che fullest aware- 
ness of the weakness, che misery, and, above all, the limited intellec- 
tual capacities of man." Nevertheless, the social and cosmic orders re- 
mained " mutually interpretable. Retaliation and reward provide the 
rules for nature and society alike, as was expounded in Solon's poems 
and Anaximander's cosmology. According to the historian Ephorus in 
the fourth century B.c. (FGH 70 F 31), Apollo founded the Delphic 
oracle to convey to mankind the awareness (Évvoia) of his plans and in- 
tentions (tg $auioü Bovàńoewc). This interpretation of an active re- 
ligious institution betrays the same belief in the basic congruity be- 
tween divine rule and human knowledge which we find in early Greek 
cosmology. 

So when Greek philosophy turned to social and moral problems in 
the fifth century B.C., its main task was to find standards of moral con- 
duct that were as rational and generally applicable as the rules of the 
cosmic order. If reason was, in fact, the only structuring and animating 
factor, if the universe was rational, human action could only be assessed 
by standards provided by reason. The same intellect of man had to per- 
ceive the order of nature and the objectives of action. Action was mor- 
ally good if it agreed with the rational order of the universe. Conse- 
quently it had to come from rational understanding of the world we 
live in. Man was likely to acr successfully if he had knowledge of na- 
ture. The identity of thought and being applied to cosmology as well as 
to ethics. 

Even from this extremely abbreviated description of the basis of 
Greek moral philosophy, one can easily see that the concept of will has 
no place in its ideas. Kant's remark about good will as che only factor 
in human life which is unconditionally praiseworthy makes no sense 
whatever in Greek ethical thoughr. All speculation on moral values 
which had ever been made in Greece presupposed the view that only 
true knowledge leads to right conduct. Different and even contradic- 
tory " conceptions of reality were put forward in the history of Greek 
philosophy, but there was hardly ever disagreement about the principle 
that only rational understanding of reality leads to a good life or moral 
perfection. And if a man fails in his efforts because the result has been 
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influenced by forces beyond his control, the rectitude of his moral cal- 
culation fully accounts for the moral value of his deed (sce above n. 59). 

This can be seen in the various atcempts the Greeks made to solve a 
problem which all medieval and most post-medieval philosophers tried 
to handle with the aid of che concept of will. 

Experience is likely to teach one that people sometimes do wrong 
while knowing the better.” They seem to fail on purpose in their moral 
performance. The twofold psychology offers an easy explanation which 
is already found in archaic Greek poetry: "The man whose intellect is 
not stronger than his emotion is always acting in the wrong way and is 
always in great distress" (Theogn. 631)." This is easy to understand. 
The power of passion or emotion prevents such a man from making 
proper use, in his actions, of the knowledge that reason has provided. 
So he is constantly being pushed towards the irrational, the disorderly, 
the evil. His actions are directed against the order of nature in the 
given situation, though his intellect is able to perceive and evaluate 
that situation with regard co the action required. 

This phenomenon was described, in ordinary Greek and later on in 
philosophical terminology, by the words axpatyc, áxpáteia." The un- 
derlying idea implies that the intellect has to exercise some sort of rule 
over instinct, passion, and emotion when their services are needed in 
order to bring about the action in favor of which the intellect has de- 
cided."' This control has broken down in the case of axpateia, so that 
emotion is acting independently." 

A closer examination of the generally accepted concept," however, 
leads co considerable difficulties. For if I have come to a proper, rational 
understanding of what should be the right thing to do in a given situa- 
tion, my mind is chen in full agreement with reality itself. But it is 
hardly conceivable chat rational knowledge, which represents the con- 
gruence of human mind and nature, can be outdone, in determining 
action, by another impulse, since nature or reality includes both emo- 
tion and passion as well. Reason, provided it operates rightly and leads 
to true knowledge, could on this view be overpowered only by a will 
that comes from outside nature and is, consequently, beyond rational un- 
derstanding. This idea, however, was unknown in Greek philosophy." 

Socrates solved the problem of äxpäteıa, “intemperance,” by his fa- 
mous paradox: nobody fails on purpose. Perhaps Socrates coined the 
sentence for parenetic purposes only, as Bruno Snell is inclined to be- 
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lieve.™ Plato, however, gave a detailed explanation, chiefly in the Pro- 
tagoras. Each action aims at a true or supposed benefit, even if it is in- 
stigated by anger or fear." Nobody aims at something which he regards 
as an evil at the moment he is going to act. Yet only reason can tell 
whether or not the object aimed at really has some value. He who fails, 
who acts against reason because of fear, anger, and the like, does not 
really do what he wants as a rational being." He only does what he 
vaguely wishes at this very moment. His knowledge is deficient and 
weaker than his irrational impulses. So any failure results from lack of 
knowledge, from inadequate or restricted intellectual activity. That is 
why nobody fails who really knows the better. 

The paradox ovdeic éx@v apapräveı is extensively treated, in its vari- 
ous implications, in Plato's dialogues.” 

The most important passage is Gorg. 467Cff." Plato points out that 
the intention implied in &x@v is not directed to rhe action itself but ro 
the objective of action, which is always, in the view of the acting indi- 
vidual, an åyaĝðóv, a good, though sometimes erroneously supposed to 
be so. If, then, BoóAeo8a: always aims at a—real or supposed — good,” 
anyone who fails on purpose does not really act ùg flo6Aetai (according 
to his will), but @¢ aŭt 8okei (according to his pleasure), for he does 
not act under compulsion from outside. By referring the intellectual 
judgement according to the categories of good and evil that is implied 
in the very act of volition to the aim of action rather than to action 
itself, Plato is able co make proper use of the Socratic analogy of techni- 
cal and moral knowledge, which has been overdone so blatantly in the 
Minor Hippias (375B-D). Both kinds of knowledge are strictly parallel 
only with regard to the aims of action. Their specific difference was 
already noted in the Protagoras (323B/C), where a share of moral and 
political knowledge is attributed to every human being, whereas the 
difference between experts and laymen is essential in the case of techni- 
cal skill or knowledge.” 

The reasoning on ovdeic éxóv ápapráve in the Gorgias leads to that 
convincing result only because Plato presupposes a clear distinction be- 
tween the means and ends of action. This particular problem is not 
fully discussed in the Gorgias. The dialogue offers, however, a theory to 
explain the way in which freedom of choice is realized in moral life 
through intellectual activity.” 

In che Timaeus, obelg &kov Gpaptavei is interpreted (8 IE—87A) ac- 
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cording to a strictly deterministic concept of nature: failure in human 
life is explained by the deficiencies of the material body of man and 
those of the parts of his soul closely attached to it, which need, but do 
not always get, a proper training. Volition (BouAn, BoóAeo0a1) belongs 
to the immaterial part of the soul (tò oyicuxóv). Despite their being 
the cause of failure (apapraveıv), the irrational forces in the human soul 
are indispensable for coping with various tasks in moral life (Leg. 
731C). The definite moral dualism prevailing in the Republic, accord- 
ing to which äpaptäveıv can exclusively be attributed to matter inter- 
fering with the noetic order, thus to the body as withstanding the soul, 
is invalidated by the idea that every kind of motion has its origin out- 
side matter. So irregular motion as a cosmic phenomenon is attributed, 
in the Timaeus, to a second soul of the universe, the first being the cause 
of regular motion, and the drive towards irregularity and evil in human 
life to the soul of man rather than his body, as in the Laws.” 

The difficult problem of reconciling the maxim ovédeic éx@v ápaprá- 
vei with the separate evaluation of intentional crime and inadvertent 
offense in criminal law is extensively created in che ninth book of che 
Laws (860Dff)." Here, with reference to legislation and jurisdiction 
rather chan to moral judgement, äpapräveıv is explained as due either 
to anger and fear, or pleasure and desire, or hopes and plans which are 
based on error. This classification, however, if transferred to moral the- 
ory, is hardly compatible with the Socratic paradox.” 

Plato firmly believed that the congruity between the rational inten- 
tion of a person and the rational order of reality can be verified only in 
the human consciousness. Only the human mind participates in the in- 
telligible, only the intelligible is entirely real. The world that we expe- 
rience through our senses is perishable, disorderly, irrational in many 
respects, unpredictable as to its further development, and has, there- 
fore, only a small share in reality. Knowledge, however, which the in- 
tellect acquires, can only refer to reality, to chat which is lasting, un- 
changing, and structured by reason." So knowledge which leads co 
action cannot be tested by any results this action may cause in the em- 
pirical world. Moral quality can only be ascertained by examining the 
state of mind, the consciousness of the human being who produced the 
action. Accordingly, the only task in moral life man has co meet is to 
look after his soul.” 

Both Epicureans and Stoics essentially differed from each other as 
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well as from Plato in their concept of reality. But on this particular 
point of moral philosophy they all agree. 

According to the Stoics "' every deed, even the most insignificant 
detail in everyday life, has been predetermined by nature or fate in the 
very same way as the cosmic phenomena. Freedom of choice, respon- 
sibility, and consequently morality exist only with reference to human 
consciousness. As a being gifted with reason, man is able to understand 
this strict and universal determination as perfectly rational and salu- 
tary. Such knowledge makes him adapt his own intention freely and 
willingly to whatever providence has ordained him to do. This very act 
of free assent causes his moral perfection and his happiness, for nothing 
of all that may happen to him can change his state of mind once he has 
achieved this perfect agreement between his consciousness and nature. 

According to the Epicurean view, everything owes ics existence 
solely to chance. There is no cosmic order to rely on for moral purposes. 
Happiness or moral perfection depends completely on man's ability to 
detach himself from anything which could cause pain or disturb his 
mental and emotional equilibrium. Being a conglomeration of atoms 
himself, man cannot possibly escape from being affected by the perma- 
nent and unpredictable changes of the universal atomic process. But he 
can recognize his own position, he can see whether or not something 
concerns him and, consequently, he can attain the goal of moral perfec- 
tion or happiness in his own mind.” 

Thus Platonists, Epicureans, "^ and Stoics alike, despite their com- 
pletely different concepts of reality, referred the whole problem of 
moral conduct and moral perfection to the state of the human mind. 
They firmly established the basis of freedom, morality, and happiness 
in the consciousness of the individual. They made man independent of 
anything which might happen to him from the outside world, regard- 
less of whether fate and determination were willingly accepted, their 
existence simply denied, or considered to be the ontological deficiency 
of che empirical world. 

It was easy to explain under these presuppositions that no man was 
ever able to do wrong on purpose, for the moral quality of an action 
could be evaluated only from the state of mind of che acting individual. 
No action could be morally wrong which resulted from true knowl- 
edge, none could be justified which had been motivated by error—re- 
gardless of all the consequences in che empirical world. Consequently, 
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there was no will and there was no society either which might set stan- 
dards of moral conduct apart from the knowledge the individual had 
acquired of the order of being. In this view, oScic ékov äpapraveı was 
not altogether a paradoxical saying. It contained che basic truth that 
human freedom, that is to say acting according to one's own intention, 
entirely depends on unrestricted intellectual activity. Being tied down 
to the needs and necessities of empirical life, man is able to experience 
his liberty in his consciousness where nothing can hinder his cognitive 
activity and where he reaches a full agreement between reality and his 
own striving. 

Aristotle gave a somewhat different solution to the problem. We 
shall discuss it later, after touching upon another question of some 
interest, 

We have already seen that the strictly intellectualistic approach to 
moral problems was by no means restricted to Platonic, Stoic, or Epi- 
curean philosophy. No doubt, it came from the deep-rooted confidence 
the Greeks had in the rational order of nature. 

Yet we discover in quite a large number of texts a completely dif- 
ferent foundation of the same belief chat right action only results from 
right knowledge. This different view is even expressed in some minor 
branches of the philosophical tradition." 

According ro this view, the cosmic order may or may not be rational. 
Man, in any case, is far from being able to come to a full understanding 
of it by his own intellectual efforts. Yet man does know that his own 
fate is most certainly ruled by gods or powers or even by mere chance 
which he cannot control and which his intellect cannot grasp either. So 
nobody is able co understand properly what is happening to him or 
what is going to result from his own activity. Too many unpredictable 
factors interfere with his intention. Blame and praise, therefore, only 
refer to the question of whether a man has planned well and reasonably 
under the given circumstances and according to the information avail- 
able. This is the essence of Isocrates' doctrine of eußouAia (sound judge- 
ment), which is also referred to in Plato's Phaedrus (237 B/C). The 
moral verdict can only be passed on a man's intellectual achievement, 
because what he actually performs or produces is due mainly to factors 
which are beyond his control. 

As we can see, the Greeks concentrated their theories of ethics on the 
part played by human knowledge, even according to contradictory con- 
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cepts of reality. Knowledge was considered the decisive factor in moral 
life, regardless of whether or not the human mind was supposed to be 
able to perceive and understand the order of being. The optimistic view 
prevailed where human life was examined in close relation to the uni- 
verse, to nature in general, as in Hesiod, Anaximander, or Plato. But 
wherever human life became the isolated object of reflection, the pessi- 
mistic opinion about mans intellectual capacities inevitably „rose, This 
pessimism can be seen in Archilochus’ fragments, " in what is left of 
Sophistic literature, including the writings of Isocrates," in Herod- 
otus "' and other historical works, and in the history of philosophical 
scepticism. Yer already in the Iliad Agamemnon is referred to as the 
most telling example of the stupidity of men who do not take into ac- 
count, in their plans and designs, the fact that chey are utterly ignorant 
of what the gods have decided to arrange (2.38). 

At a later stage of Greek thought, Thucydides reflected on this par- 
ticular shortcoming of the human intellect, yet without introducing 
gods who interfere with human affairs. The freedom to choose, individ- 
wally and collectively, the means and ends of action by intellectual 
effort can be drastically restricted in consequence of unfavorable condi- 
tions in the outside world such as war, hunger, or pestilence. Once the 
smooth-running of everyday life is interrupted, men are exposed to 
various kinds of compulsion which make them adapt their behavior to 
each other in dealing with che ensuing situation. Under these condi- 
tions, human nature tends to forfeit the faculty of free choice, which is 
a gift given to the intellect. A man who wants to deal politically has to 
take into account that sensible decisions (apeivoves yv@pat) can be ex- 
pected in times of peace and prosperity only (3.82.2). Again, the free- 
dom to decide on action is entirely regarded as belonging to the intel- 
lect. This freedom ceases or suffers grave restrictions if compulsion 
from outside interferes. Likewise, the evaluation of che ensuing action 
refers to the preceding intellectual performance. À wise man, however, 
knows perfectly well that che intellectual mechanism of the human soul 
is fragile and easily harmed, so that actions are not always determined 
by sound, rational decisions. 

The most illuminating examples of the various attitudes by which 
man tries to cope with his own intellectual weakness and fallibility can 
be found in Greek tragedy. Aeschylus’ plays are full of events which 
surpass ordinary understanding. Why does Orestes find himself ex- 
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posed to two contradictory claims of equally divine authority? Why 
does Eteocles face disaster in spite of all his righteousness? There seems 
to be no way to avoid the clash between the planning of Zeus and the 
well-founded moral standards of man. Yet wherever we can follow the 
plot of a complete trilogy, the outlook changes. Aeschylus eventually 
leads his spectator to the proper—that is to say rational —understand- 
ing of the universal rule of Zeus. This is possible, because Zeus, ac- 
cording to Aeschylus, brings about his everlasting justice by setting, 
sometimes rather arbitrarily, fresh standards every time the gap be- 
tween the knowledge of man and the planning of the gods has become 
unbridgeable. Thus moral problems which nobody can resolve from 
their experience of human life become understandable and even soluble 
in the larger framework of Zeus' universal rule. The power and justice 
of Zeus can reconcile, in any given situation, divine and human knowl- 
edge, though no man involved can foresee how Zeus is going to handle 
the case." That is why men have to be prudent and modest whatever 
happens: this prevents chem from trusting too much in their own abil- 
ities and from additionally blinding themselves in the difficult sicua- 
tions to come. 

Sophocles' view was somewhat different. He concentrated on the fate 
of individual human beings and abstained from speculating on the 
question whether or not divine planning is perceptible and even under- 
standable ex eventu. To him divine and human knowledge remain in- 
congruous, as can be seen in the cases of Ajax and Oedipus. The power 
and sublimity of the gods prevent man from perceiving or understand- 
ing their purposes—except at the very moment of his final demise. So 
the only thing man can do is co remain aware of his own ignorance and 
weakness. Consciousness of one's own deficiencies is che essential ingre- 
dient of moral knowledge. The claim to any kind of perfection, con- 
tentedness or excellence inevitably leads to outrage and, consequently, 
to divine punishment, because no man is perfect.” This is the message 
of Sophocles' tragedies, Herodotus' histories, and the Delphic tradition 
alike. Knowledge of oneself, knowledge of one's own shortcomings 
yields the only way to freedom of moral choice, whereas any pretended 
perfection prevents a man from dealing freely with the gods and his 
fellow men. '"? 

Both Xenophon and Plato believed that Socrates, "who brought phi- 
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losophy from heaven and the stars down to the market place," was 
motivated in all his ethical teaching by the commandment of Apollo, 
by the yvó61 ocauzóv: "Know thyself.” ' To him, moral philosophy 
was nothing but striving for self-knowledge. 

The moral attitude which corresponded to the Delphic command- 
ment was called ow@pootvn.'* The concept of owppoouvn both cor- 
roborates and restricts the essential part which the intellect plays in 
moral life. Knowledge of one's own ignorance and deficiencies is an in- 
tellectual achievement, there is no doubt about that. But it is a peculiar 
kind of knowledge which one can never describe in general terms. It 
makes good sense to state one's own ignorance in the field of, say, strat- 
egy or architecture. One can speak of and utilize this gap of knowledge 
as generally and objectively as of any piece of positive knowledge. To 
state that a man knows his own ignorance, when moral decisions are at 
stake, however, means something quite different. This kind of knowl- 
edge or ignorance can only be spoken of in general terms, with che im- 
plication of a moral judgement such as modesty or prudence. But once 
you try to ascertain the knowledge of your own ignorance in moral life, 
you have to refer to a given situation where acting is required. On this 
assumption alone is knowledge of one's own ignorance at che same time 
knowledge of something definite. This comes out very clearly when 
Socrates explains, according to Plato's account, that people are afraid of 
death because they regard death as an evil. He, Socrates, is aware of his 
own ignorance of whether or not this is true. Consequently he is far 
from any fear of death (Apol. 29A). To know one's own ignorance of the 
nature of death is relevant only if one wants to be properly prepared to 
die. This piece of knowledge cannot be tested except in that particular 
situation. It cannot be treated in the same objective way as a geometric 
calculation or a piece of historical information. You have to be fully 
conscious of both your being unable to ascertain adequately and objec- 
tively the given situation and your being doomed to act. 

The freedom, then, to choose the ends and means of action which 
human beings seem to enjoy is not primarily, in the Greek view, the 
freedom to direct one's intention wherever one pleases. Free will does 
not exist in its own right as it does according to St. Augustine's an- 
thropology. It depends on man's alleged potential ability to reach an 
adequate understanding of reality by his own intellectual effort. Yet che 
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free use of one's own intellectual faculties which leads to that free choice 
or intention 1s not only extremely rare in human life. It is also open to 
serious risks. 

First, man's intellectual activity is often hindered or led astray by 
necessities and compulsions from outside, from his own desires, emo- 
tions, and passions, or from the interaction of both. Secondly, the given 
situation in which an individual has to act may be determined by fac- 
tors beyond his rational understanding, since any individual possesses 
only limited intellectual capacities, As for the result of action, both 
kinds of obstacles cannot conceivably be overcome by intellectual 
efforts alone, although man is required to take them into account. As 
for the moral evaluation of the deed, the concept of owgpooúvn (which 
is, as we have seen, a cognitive achievement) accounts for man's full 
responsibility in his intentions to which moral judgement ultimately 
refers, at least according to Greek standards from the sixth or fifth cen- 
tury onwards. Man is told to be auppwv, that is to say to act without 
overrating his own capacities and claims. The intellectual effort, addi- 
tional to the assessment of che ends and means of action, which is im- 
plied in the exercise of acpooóvn, however, does not altogether pre- 
vent the acting individual from moral error. But he can avoid, in this 
way, the specific moral blindness which results from a false estimation 
of his own capacities and faculties, claims and duties and which falls, 
therefore, entirely within his own moral responsibility. 

Finally, the full awareness of one's own knowledge and ignorance in 
moral life can be reached only by facing and handling the situation in 
which the knowledge is needed. This Socrates points out, according to 
Plato's Apology, in his remarks on the fear of death, The same can 
be seen in the final downfall of Oedipus, when he has removed, by his 
own intellectual effort, all illusions about his own actions, their con- 
sequences, and his own present position. At the end of the drama, 
Oedipus has reached, at an extremely high price, the freedom of choice 
which the absence of error and illusion provides. 

So man has first to become involved in human affairs before he is able 
to acquire to its fullest extent the knowledge that leads to right action. 
At this point, the intellectualistic approach so consiscently followed in 
Greek thought fails to provide ultimate standards of moral action. 

In a recent study of the modern conception of will, '" P. W. Strawson 
speaks of two types of volition in moral life. He distinguishes between 
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subjective involvement in other people's affairs and objective dealings 
with them. It is only the first, according to the author, that invalidates 
the strict determination of everything that is going on among human 
beings, and creates the possibility of human freedom. 

Our examination of the ideas the Greeks held about human action 
and their predominantly intellectualistic approach has taken us to the 
very same point. According to them moral freedom is guaranteed by 
the free intellectual activity of the human mind, which leads, however, 
to a proper insight into the immutable laws that determine the whole 
of reality. On the other hand, awareness of one's own intellectual defi- 
ciency as well as of one's inescapable duty towards human affairs seems 
to be essential in free and responsible human activities, Apparently, 
man has to rely on the rational order of being and on his intellect, 
which is supposed to be able to evaluate, according to that order, the 
means and ends of action. On che other hand, man has to be fully con- 
scious of his own intellectual deficiencies, for he is doomed to become a 
part of chat order through his action despite his inability to perceive the 
whole of reality. This universal dilemma was particularly strongly felt 
in Greece. 


IM. 
The Greek View 
of Human Action II 


THE MAN who behaves according to the command- 
ment of Apollo and who is always aware of his own deficiency was 
called [a] o@ppwv by the Greeks. The primary connotation of 
owppootivn, the state of being o@ppwv, refers to the human intellect: 
"sound thought, sanity, good sense." Various definitions of the concept 
of ocxppootrvm which can already be drawn from prephilosophical texts 
point in this direction: o@ppooVvn is called knowledge of oneself and 
of one's own shortcomings, rational control of desires, temperance, 
awareness of one's specific duties, limited as they may be, and the like.' 
According to Xenophon, Socrates denied any difference between gw- 
ppoowvn and copia (mem. 3.9.4f), both denoting the moral knowledge 
on which virtue entirely and solely depends. You cannot acquire or pos- 
sess that knowledge without applying it, and that is why one cannot 
distinguish moral knowledge itself from the intention to use it. Vir- 
tually the same is said in various passages of Plato,’ and chis echoes a 
famous saying of the poet Simonides about a hundred years earlier: he 
defines the man who abstains from intentional wrongdoing as someone 
"knowing the justice that supports the community "—ei8cc . . . óvrjoí- 
noAiy 6íkav— justice being the consummation of all virtues.’ Thus the 
concept of o@ppoouvn fits particularly well into the picture of early 
Greek intellectualism, though on the other hand we are inclined, ac- 
cording to modern standards, to attribute to the human will most of 
the modes of behavior which are pointed to by this word. 

Yet the text where the equation of virtue and knowledge is ques- 
tioned more intensely than anywhere else in archaic and classical Greek 
literature deals exclusively with the concept of owppoouvn. I am speak- 
ing of Plato's Charmides. The characters of the dialogue repeatedly try 
to arrive at a definition of owppoowvn, but in vain, since they are re- 
stricted in their reasoning by two presuppositions: first, owppoouvn has 
to be taken as a virtue characteristically distinct from other virtues such 
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as justice or fortitude, for the generally accepted use of the word pre- 
supposes such a distinction; second, owppooVvn, being a virtue in it- 
self, has to be a specific kind of knowledge, because every individual 
virtue results from or is even identical with some sort of knowledge. 

The trouble with owppoouvn results from the following problem. 
Any kind of knowledge can usually be ascertained from its object or 
content. This applies to the know-how and the know-what alike. The 
joiner knows what a chair is like and how to produce a chair; the just 
man knows what justice is like and how to act justly. What kind of 
knowledge is actually added, if che joiner and the just man are also 
described as possessing owppootvn or being ocóxppov? Clearly no better 
chairs are likely to be produced because of that additional qualification 
of the joiner, nor do che just man's actions become more just. Other- 
wise the professional skill of the joiner or justice as the moral knowl- 
edge of the just man would not suffice to produce good chairs or just 
actions respectively— which seems hardly admissible. The definition of 
ocxppooüvr as knowledge of good and evil, however, leads to another 
difficulty. This applies to any other word which denotes comprehensive 
righteousness as resulting from knowledge.’ That is why Socrates, ac- 
cording to Xenophon, explicitly denied any difference between gogia 
and owppootvn. 

At this very point of the discussion a new argument starts in Plato's 
dialogue: o@ppoouvn can be taken as the knowledge of one's own 
knowledge or ignorance.’ Socrates explicitly connects this definition 
with the commandment of the Delphic Apollo (164D): yv@@1 ocautóv 
means "Become aware of your own weakness and ignorance." This gives 
a clue to the proper understanding of the general intention of the whole 
dialogue. The discussion is not or not primarily about a problem of 
epistemology. It is the question of how to act righteously under the 
prevailing circumstances of human nature and human life thar has to be 
examined. But since the Greek tradition has always taken virtue as an 
intellectual achievement, any philosophical attempt to describe its na- 
ture inevitably leads to problems of epistemology. In the Charmides 
Socrates does not refer, as he does in the Apology (31D), to his Saxpé- 
viov, his inner voice of unknown origin which spontaneously prevents 
him from taking the wrong course. The nature of the Saapéviov cannot 
be ascertained by mutual and rational understanding between several 
partners of a dialogue, for it speaks unpredictably and incalculably to 
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Socrates alone. The goal of the discussion in the Charmides, however, 
is to get at a definition of owppoouvn which is both objective and 
communicable. 

Supposing the definition given above is right: the just man is 
oGxppov at the same time, in so far as he knows that he is just, but not 
because he knows what justice is like or how to act justly. In that case, 
o@ppooUvn appears as a kind of secondary or meta-knowledge which, 
being a knowledge of a knowledge, indirectly refers to the content of 
the primary knowledge. In addition, owppooUvn as a secondary knowl- 
edge makes its owner certain of his own primary knowledge or igno- 
rance, but never of that of others (Charm. 170D— 17 1E). 

Several new problems arise from that conception, however. If you 
can postulate knowledge of a knowledge, why not knowledge of a 
knowledge of a knowledge—ad infinitum?^ But even if you restrict 
yourself to che secondary knowledge, how can you verify its existence 
without reference to the content of the primary knowledge? The good 
architect has professional skill as his primary knowledge, the awareness 
of the skill as secondary knowledge or owppoowvn, and the same is true 
of the doctor. But how can he be aware of his secondary knowledge, its 
nature and its limits, without a detailed examination referring to all 
those pieces of information which form his primary knowledge?’ 

All these problems remain largely unsolved in the Charmides, and 
once again we have to keep in mind that the whole dialogue is about 
ethics rather than epistemology." It seems obvious that Socrates is try- 
ing to get hold of a factor in moral life which would be separate from 
the knowledge of both the aim and the method of action but at che 
same time indispensable. It is pointed to but not in the least explained 
by the traditional concept of o@ppoouvn, and since it is an important 
factor of moral life determining human action, it must refer to the 
most valuable part of a man's personality, that is to say to his intellect. 
Consequently it has to be described as a virtue, a special kind of moral 
knowledge, characteristically different from other virtues. 

In the Charmides Plato does not succeed in giving a satisfactory defi- 
nition of ow@ppoouvn. The problem remains unsolved. Later on Plato 
apparently dismissed the more general defirition of owppoouvn as 
knowledge of knowledge, which had turned our to be hard to verify, 
and returned to its more traditional meaning as modesty or awareness 
of one's own ignorance, for only the consciousness of one's own defi- 


The Greek View of Human Action II 51 


ciency provides the motive for learning and moral progress (Soph. 
230A). The Greater Alcibiades (132D— 133C) describes owppootvn as 
self-cognition in the sense that the human soul uses its most valuable 
part, its Aoyıotıxöv, as the mirror in which to contemplate itself.” But 
nowhere else did Plato discuss along the same lines the immense difh- 
culties which arise from the identification of knowledge and virtue, so 
optimistically presupposed in the Protagoras or the Euthydemus. In these 
two dialogues, however (344Aff, 278Eff), one point was made quite 
clear: the knowledge which is called virtue can never be definitively 
acquired. Moral progress rests on a permanent process of learning ° 
which can be interrupted by acts of forgetting. Man is able to deterio- 
rate and to improve many times during his lifetime. This condition can 
be easily explained in terms of the theory of forms, because the eternal 
forms have to be constantly approached, though they can never be 
reached, by the human intellect. The concept of owppoouvn denotes 
the awareness of this particular instability and fallibility of man in a 
moral context. But the question of the Charmides, namely in what re- 
spect this knowledge is different from other kinds of knowledge, was 
left unanswered, at least in the field of ethical speculation. It had been 
made clear in the Charmides that che knowledge called owppootvn did 
influence moral attitudes apart from the knowledge of the means and 
ends of action. That is why the Platonic concept of o@ppooUvn, as ex- 
pounded rather than defined in the Charmides, has, in fact, much in 
common with the theory of will in various branches of Christian moral 
philosophy. Ewgpoouvn helps to bring about morally right action in a 
way quite different from that in which all other virtues perform this 
function. The contribution of owppoobvn in that task disregards the 
intellectual perception and evaluation of the aim of action, which is, 
after all, the primary concern of the distinction between acting accord- 
ing to virtue and according to vice in any intellectualistic theory of eth- 
ics. Lwppoowvn exclusively refers to che state of mind of the acting in- 
dividual, The difficulty which Socrates and his interlocutors face in 
their attempts to define owppoowvn results from their intellectualistic 
approach to the problem. From the basic assumption that any virtue 
has to be regarded as some kind of knowledge, it is impossible to iso- 
late a moral attitude which is independent of the cognition of che ob- 
jectives of action. A theory of will is needed to clarify che phenomenon 
which is pointed to by the term ocxpooóvn in Plato's view. 
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On the other hand, knowledge remained a problem of its own in 
philosophical research outside ethical theory. Plato himself treated the 
problem of whether or not we can conceive of a knowledge of a knowl- 
edge in the Theaetetus (200AF). Aristotle dealt extensively with the 
question of what happens if che intellect turns towards itself instead of 
perceiving objects outside itself, chus producing a thought of a thought 
(vónois täg vorjoecx). ' The Stoics, in their turn, developed the concep- 
tion of cuvaío8roic. " The term denotes an act of rational understand- 
ing, of which the object is one's own sensual perception together wich 
the thing perceived," and which always accompanies man's sensual ac- 
tivity." Following these lines Plotinus eventually came," for the first 
time, to a clear distinction between self-cognition and self-conscious- 
ness, and even to an adequate understanding of the phenomenon of un- 
conscious or subconscious cognition, as was shown by H. R. Schwyzer. '“ 

The above survey is very sketchy. But I am fairly certain that no- 
where in the history of that problem is the ethical aspect of Plato's 
Charmides referred to. The question of whether there are different kinds 
of knowledge had definitively shifted from ethical theory to ontology 
and epistemology. In addition, the Middle Platonic theory of virtue did 
not rely on the Charmides either. Various definitions of o@ppoouvn 
which have been preserved in Middle Platonic sources " disregard the 
Charmides altogether and betray the influence of Stoic theory instead. 
According to the prevailing tendency in Hellenistic philosophy, moral 
criteria were taken from external reality rather than from the analysis 
of human consciousness, the latter belonging to epistemology or 
metaphysics. 

There is another doctrine in Plato's philosophy which invalidates 
that rigid intellectualism, so notable in Greek, particularly Socratic, 
thought. I am speaking of Plato's theory of Eros as illustrated in the 
Symposium and in other dialogues." Through all the levels of che spir- 
itual and sensual world, life depends entirely on che fact that, again and 
again, one being turns to another to bring about, by such a reunion, 
what had no existence previously and whose absence was felt as a serious 
deficiency. Thus all beings in their state of permanent need and imper- 
fection have been given the innate striving for the better, the more per- 
fect, which causes life to unfold and to continue.” Intention in that 
particular sense permeates the whole of reality. It can be seen in sexual 
desire and the ensuing procreation of organic life, but also in the cre- 
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ative efforts of che artist, the statesman, or the educator.” It applies 
equally to the very act of cognition by which the soul approaches a 
higher level of reality, thus improving on its own previous condition 
and moving towards its own perfection. Moral progress, consequently, 
being identical with growing intellectual knowledge and increasing 
spiritual life, rests entirely on the Epwg tov xaÀóv (love of beautiful 
things). 

The idea of the special character of love among the various types of 
striving or desire is not restricted to the teaching of Platonic and post- 
Platonic philosophy. Isocrates inserted an interesting digression on the 
Epws vov kaÀóv in his Helen (55/56). It is pointed out, in that passage, 
that the desire for all other objects we can possibly want to attain is 
stilled che moment we reach our aim. This does not happen in the case 
of the Époc tHv xaÀóv. Its power (Amp) is stronger than our own de- 
liberate intention (foóAec0a1), corresponding to the fact that its objec- 
tives are greater than anything we may otherwise wish or desire. Both 
Isocrates and Plato have forerunners in what they apparently considered 
the importance of Eros in cosmic and moral life: Hesiod, for instance, 
and Empedocles. But neither of the latter developed a theory of will on 
that basis.^' 

Plato apparently abstained from the task of describing by means of a 
coherent argument this striving for the better, for the more perfect, 
which comprehends, in all its cosmic and moral dignity, sexual desire 
as well as intellectual effort. Eros in this particular sense is, in the view 
of Plato, prior co all factors of moral life that have to be taken into 
account in a theory of human action. Plato gives his whole argument 
on this subject in the form of various myths,” as he usually does in his 
attempts to answer ultimate questions. The problem of freedom and 
determination in human life is also given an answer in one of the myths 
of the Republic, since Plato's creed of man's ultimate responsibility for 
his moral life is not open to discursive chought. 

In the question of the part played by love or will in ethics and psy- 
chology, Plato restricted himself to stating that all three parts of the 
human soul which cause, by their joint activities, man's moral life, 
have their own special share of volition among their functions (Rep. 
580Dff; cf. Tim. 70A). So volition did not gain, in the context of ethi- 
cal speculation, the independence that could have enabled it to become 
the psychological point of reference in ethical evaluation of man's ac- 
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tions. It remained a mere implication of both the act of intellectual 
cognition and emotional or instinctive drive. 

This view was generally held in Peripatetic and later Platonic phi- 
losophy. Galen, for instance, mentioned the special ópe&ic (yearning, 
desire, instinctive want) of any of the three parts or faculties of the 
human soul (de temp. 2).” 

Plato's concept of love became additionally important, from a dif- 
ferent point of view, at a late stage of Academic philosophy, to be dis- 
cussed below (cf. ch. V). But since that concept was not transformed 
into an operable and terminologically fixed cheory, neither Plato nor his 
successors could possibly introduce the isolated factor of intention or 
volition into their doctrine of human action. In their attempts to set up 
the psychological frame of moral standards, they always kept to the tra- 
ditional bipartition of intellect and emotion," rational and irrational 
forces of the human soul. They concentrated on the problem of how 
reason, of which the primary achievement is always cognition, could be 
made and kept the leading factor in moral life, as nature required. It 
remained more or less tacitly underscood chac right knowledge always 
leads to right action. 

Yet the bipartite psychology turned out quite inadequate for solving 
such problems as that of whether, and, if so, why, people do wrong on 
purpose. The problem was likely to remain unsolved as long as the vir- 
tue that leads to right action could only be understood as some sort of 
intellectual achievement by which reason shows itself, in the field of 
moral action, superior to instinct and emotion. 

A new road to the proper understanding of the interrelation between 
virtue and knowledge, however, was opened up by Aristotle.” He ar- 
gued against the traditional and Platonic position from three different 
points of view, without abandoning the traditional bipartite psychology. 

l. Already in some Platonic dialogues, such as che Minor Hippias, 
the Charmides, and the Protagoras, the difference between producing or 
making on the one hand and acting on the other is duly, though not 
always consistently, noted." In the first case any judgement can ul- 
timately refer only to the quality of the product: the architect is judged 
according to the quality of the building he has built. In the second 
case, however, action itself is subject to judgement, and nothing else. 
So if both producing and acting are, in fact, directed by knowledge, 
one has to assume two different kinds of knowledge, whereas Socrates 
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always argued from the close similarity of technical and moral knowl- 
edge. Aristotle stresses the difference, and does so more precisely than 
Plato." 

2. According to traditional wisdom, exercise and practice provide 
the basis of any achievement. The topic was extensively treated by 
some Sophists, by Democritus ™ and also by Plato's rival Antisthenes. ” 
Plato's own theory of education includes the concept of exercise mainly 
with regard to the question of how to cultivate the irrarional faculties of 
the soul independently of rational instruction." Aristotle, eventually, 
put forward the first comprehensive theory of £80c (exercise or practice) 
with reference to all aspects of moral conduct. 

3. Finally Aristotle was the first to draw a clear distinction between 
nature and moral or social life. Everything that results from human ac- 
tion belongs to the realm of what Aristotle calls év6exópeva xai GAAws 
Éxeiv, things that are capable of becoming real in various ways. The 
field of human action is nor, therefore, knowable and predictable as 
cosmic or natural events are. Knowledge in the strict sense of the word 
(émoujyun) only exists for what is always the same and can be under- 
stood according to rules that are generally and permanently applicable. 
So human action in practical life cannot become the content of knowl- 
edge in the same way as a cosmic phenomenon or a technical procedure, 
and moral rules cannot be directly deduced from the rational under- 
standing of nature, for nature is eternal and unchanging and social life 
is not. The discovery of a cosmic law is due to an effort of the human 
intellect which essentially differs from the choice of che objectives for 
practical action. The intellect cannot make the latter correspond to the 
knowledge of general principles, because human affairs are in perma- 
nent change. There is no science (&mownpn) of practical life, because 
general rules may frequently apply to human affairs but not always. 

This conception separates practical life where action is required from 
the realm of natural determination, but it does not devaluate practical 
life for its lack of rationality. Such a devaluation may cause serious con- 
sequences in the field of ethical theory and practice and does, in fact, 
inhere in the tradition of Platonic philosophy. 

This is che basis of Aristotle's theory of 80g, by which he avoided 
the difficulties noted in Plato's Charmides, without introducing the no- 
tion of will or intention as such. 

The traditional understanding of virtue implies the idea chat one has 
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first to acquire a virtue in order to use it. This is tacitly presupposed in 
the Sophistic and Socratic discussions of the problem of whether or not 
virtue can be taught. Aristotle's view is entirely new and different. He 
defines virtue neither as 6üvapig—that is to say natural gift or fac- 
ulty—nor as émoujpn— theoretical knowledge acquired through intel- 
lectual activity—but as a disposition of the soul (&&c). The disposition 
results, on the basis of natural faculties, from permanently acting in 
accordance with the virtue in question. So man does not acquire a jus- 
tice which enables him to act justly. On the contrary, by practising jus- 
tice in a chain of individual acts he becomes just. This practice, how- 
ever, ought not to be a sheer habit. Every act in that process has to be 
intentional and thus subject to moral judgement. Intention, in its 
turn, is warranted by the intellect which has to choose, in any given 
case, the goal of action. In making this choice under the changing con- 
ditions of human life, che intellect does not operate in the same way as 
in its theoretical efforts leading to that kind of knowledge which is last- 
ing, generally applicable, and demonstrably true. Practical and the- 
oretical intelligence are not identical. The latter, called oopia, pro- 
vides, in the field of ethics, theoretical knowledge of moral phenomena 
and standards, but never chooses individual aims of action in practical 
life. Thus intentionality rests entirely on the practical intelligence 
(opóvnoic). ` 

This theory of human action, which I have been describing with 
substantial abbreviations, avoids a great number of difficulties arising 
from the traditional identification of virtue with knowledge and vice 
with lack of knowledge. According to this cheory, the habitual inclina- 
tion to act virtuously and to receive correctly the impact of the outside 
world (ná8n, affections) results from a process of practice. But in every 
stage of that process the intellect is at work," thus insuring inten- 
tionality and moral relevance. Aristotle's conception supersedes che 
controversy of Plato's Protagoras whether or not sensuality and irrational 
impulses can outdo the moral knowledge which has been acquired 
through reason. Moral progress, according to Aristotle, does not result 
from increasing knowledge. Virtue and vice are dispositions affecting 
the choice which the intellect has to make afresh in any given situation 
(££eig npoaipeuxai). 

This Aristotelian concept of mpoaipeaic, deliberate choice of the 
means and ends according to moral standards and preceding action, 
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greatly contributed towards clarifying traditional Greek ideas on the 
difference berween voluntary and involuntary action which already ap- 
pear in the Old Epic and in early Greek law." Aristotle's theory of ac- 
tion was extensively used in the art of Greek biography,“ because the 
unfolding of a moral character throughout a man's lifetime could be 
adequately analyzed and described along these lines. Galen's statement 
(de opt. med. 2), that every achievement in human life (katop8ounevov) 
is due to capacity (6vapic) and deliberate decision (BoUAnoic), is un- 
doubtedly formulated in terms of Aristotelian anthropology, which had 
been largely integrated into the scholarly Platonism of the period. 

One other detail in Aristotle's moral and psychological doctrines 
could have led to the concept of will as isolated from both instinct and 
reason. Aristotle rightly observed that anger in a given situation is not 
a reaction primarily to the action of one's opponent but to his attitude 
of contempt or disregard (rhet. 1378b1ff). So anger seems to originate 
from man's self-love or self-esteem rather than from the intention to 
retaliate materially against an offense (ibid. 137 Ib 188). Such a pecu- 
liarity could have been easily described and analyzed in terms of a the- 
ory of will that would provide che point of reference for the moral eval- 
uation of the phenomenon in question. [n addition, anger, though 
undoubtedly an emotion or affection, seems to be brought about with 
the decisive aid of reasoning, for man becomes angry only on the basis 
of a preconceived knowledge of what retaliation or just punishment 
should be like. This kind of knowledge implies the disposition to act 
spontaneously in the given moment without that thorough intellectual 
perception of the aim of action which provides, in other cases, the basis 
of any moral evaluation of the deed (rhet. 1370b15, E.N. 1149a25ff; 
cf. Plat. Rep. 440A). Sheer desire (ém@upia) leads to action only if the 
individual, in addition to his being desirous, has made a rational cal- 
culation as to whether or not the desired aim is attainable. From anger 
spontaneous action can originate because it arises on the basis of an al- 
ready existing moral or intellectual judgement which applies to the 
given situation (E.N. 1111b23; cf. rhet. 1386b8ff)." 

Thus a closer examination of che affeccion of anger could, in fact, 
have led to isolating the volitional factor from both reason and emo- 
tion: volition as inherent in previously acquired moral knowledge 
seems to precede the intellectual perception of the aim of action, chus 
being independent of the act of cognition of the given situation. Voli- 
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tion can be separated, in that particular case, from the intellectual 
choice of the objective of action as well as from instinctive drive. 

There is no ancient text where this possibility is realized, although 
the semi-rational character of anger, its affinity to courage and to the 
sense of justice,” caused it to be treated differently from other affec- 
tions in Hellenistic philosophy," unless it was condemned along with 
every other type of affection, as in orthodox Stoic doctrine. Thus the 
possibility of developing a theory of will out of che theory of anger was 
always present in post-Aristorelian philosophy. Cicero devoted a lengthy 
section, compiled from various sources, to che problem of why and how 
the impulse inherent in anger turns out to be necessary in many situa- 
tions where moral action is required, whereas the affection of anger it- 
self is far from being laudable (Tusc. 4.47—55). 

The Stoics, however, who defined every affection, including anger, 
as the impulse towards a morally wrong action which originates solely 
from an intellectual misjudgement without the contribution of any ir- 
rational faculty of the human soul, could not help isolating, to a certain 
extent, the element of volition in the case of all affection. They spoke of 
the pom (inclination), the òppń (impulse), the cific (surrender), the 
peámooie (instability) which the whole intellect, but only the intel- 
lect, suffers from its own false judgement (e.g. Plut. virt. por. 7.44G6F 
= SVF 3.459). Here, too, the drive towards acting was named sepa- 
rately, although no Stoic could have agreed wich the idea chat such a 
drive could possibly be regarded and morally valued in independence of 
the foregoing intellectual perception of the aim of action, 

Aristotle also loosened, as we have seen, the rigid interconnection 
between nature and human affairs which is typical of the main stream 
of Greek ethical thought. Only nature and its lasting order make it 
possible to know something objectively and to offer rational proof of 
that knowledge. In moral life objective knowledge can only refer to che 
nature of man, to the just, and to other entities that never occur as such 
in empirical life. No man buys a piece of bread in order to perform an 
act of justice by paying the right price, chough he is just in doing so, 
for he could have stolen the same piece in order to feed himself— which 
is his principal aim anyway. The intellect can verify, through its the- 
oretical efforts, utility and justice as such as implied in that situation, 
But it is entirely up to the practical intelligence to come to the decision 
which coordinates the objectives set by both utility and justice. That is 
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why neither utility nor justice is brought about as such through human 
action but always in varying combinations and limitations. Human in- 
tention, however, underlies moral judgements. These are passed ac- 
cording to the standards of justice as such (aùtò tò Sixa1ov) which is not 
identical with the just as appearing in a given action, 

Finally, the concept of decision as produced by the practical intellect 
greatly contributes to the solution of che problem of freedom and deter- 
mination in moral life. This can be illustrated by an example which 
was invented by Aristotle and further expounded by his commentator 
Alexander of Aphrodisias about A.D. 200. 

The crew of a ship which runs into a tempest throw the cargo into 
the sea in order to save their lives. If one tries to understand this event 
in terms of objective knowledge, one will be led to the conclusion that 
the act of the crew was non-intencional. No sailor is likely to destroy 
the one thing for which he is sailing—except when a compulsion from 
outside turns out to be stronger than his intention. In our case the tem- 
pest overpowers the original intention of the crew. 

But if you consider the very same event from the point of view of the 
sailors in the given situation, that is to say as a task for practical intel- 
ligence, the result will be the opposite. The crew did on purpose what 
they did at that moment. They could have postponed the measure, 
they could have waited until they were drowned or che tempest ended, 
they could have abandoned ship and so forth. Their action resulted, in 
the given situation, from their own decision. The decision, however, 
cannot be grasped, in that view, as an act of will which is independent 
of che cognition involved. The definition of intentionality refers in boch 
cases to the cognitive achievement of the acting individuals. 

The example is intended to show that the problem of freedom and 
determination concerns the practical intellect only. The theoretical in- 
tellect always discovers an uninterrupted chain of causation, unless it 
falls short in its efforts. But theoretical reasoning does nor contribute to 
the decision which leads to action and which realizes human freedom. 

Aristotle's cheory supplied the most important contribution Greek 
philosophy had made to the understanding of human action. He taught 
that intention should be regarded as belonging to human consciousness 
and as resulting from intellectual activity. But he did away with the 
traditional view, according to which che intention of doing the right 
thing had to be identified with a type of knowledge whose truth can be 
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objectively ascertained.” Knowing what is true and deciding what 
is morally good result from two different activities of the human 
intellect. ^ 

There are some shortcomings in Aristotle's doctrine as well. It is, for 
instance, hard to explain in his terms whether a spontaneous deed of 
moral relevance is due to a deep-rooted attitude or rather to a new and 
unsettled one.*' But modern philosophy kept closely to the line of Aris- 
totle when it started handling the problem of intention without the 
concept of will.” 

Greek philosophy reacted in different ways to Aristotle's conception. 
Orthodox Stoics" and Epicureans" alike explicitly returned to the 
position held by Socrates and insisted on the identity of theoretical and 
moral knowledge, thus tightening the bonds between the order of na- 
ture and human affairs.” Consequently they rejected che distinction be- 
tween practical and theoretical intellect," following the line of some 
minor Socratics of the fourth century who insisted on the unity of 
knowledge and virtue." To them, practice or training in moral life 
only meant repeated meditation and application of the moral knowl- 
edge that had been previously acquired through intellectual instruc- 
tion." This knowledge could entail the information that physical train- 
ing and the ascetic life were more important for moral progress than 
erudition and science. But this did not contradict the primacy of moral 
instruction. 

Later on, the term npoaípeoic was used largely to denote the general 
attitude of a man rather than the moral decision leading to a single 
action. This applies to later Stoic terminology as well as to normal 
Hellenistic Greek." Epictetus, for instance, spoke a good deal about 
mpoaipeorg, which he valued higher than learning and knowledge.” 
IIpoaipeoic has become, in that usage, the equivalent of Aristotle's é&g 
npoaipeuxrj. Moreover, it seems to entail, in that general meaning, a 
strong element of sheer volition, especially when opposed to learning or 
knowledge. This observation is stressed by the fact that, occasionally, 
the verb @éAe1v can go with npoaípeoic: limping is a hindrance of the 
leg, not of the npoaípeoic, provided the npoaipeang itself does not wish 
it (£àv pr] aire) 06Àn Epict. ench. 8). Yet Bédeiv with reference to person- 
ified npoaipeong does not point so much to the element of volition but 
rather to a preparedness to recognize correctly che physical deficiency of 
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limping as a factor of no moral relevance (á&iáqopov) instead of an evil 
(xaxóv). This was rightly observed by Epictetus’ commentator Sim- 
plicius in the sixth century A.D. (p. 4.29 Dübner; cf. p. 33.20): it is 
clear, he observed, that the conception and evaluation of the aim of 
action (mpéAnynic) comes first, and that this is an act of rational cogni- 
tion (Aoyixi yv@oıc) and appropriate to a human being. At the time of 
Simplicius, there existed the Neoplatonic definition of 0éAnoic as "in- 
ner motion of the soul" (wuyijs &vöodev Kivnoic) which he knew (p. 
44.7) but disregarded in the present context, thus underlining the pre- 
dominance of the intellectualistic element in both npoaípeoig and 
npöAnyng. "' 

Another notion in the Stoic system of psychology and ethics which 
seems to fit in with a voluntaristic theory is that of assent (ouy- 
xatäßeong). The intellect, having formed on the basis of sensual percep- 
tion what may be called an image (qavtaoía) of a section of the outside 
world which mostly entails a motive for action, has to corroborate this 
motive by passing a special judgement on the target of action involved 
and thereby automatically setting free the impulse (ópprj) towards ac- 
tion. But it would be misleading to interpret the first step (pavraoia) as 
the intellectual cognition and evaluation of the aim of action, the sec- 
ond (ouyxaräßeang) as the initiating act of volition which continues, as 
an impulse (óppij), throughout the ensuing action. This clearly was the 
view of Clement of Alexandria, which is to be discussed later (see below 
p. 110). Orthodox Stoics, however, again and again insisted on the unity 
of all faculties and functions of the ruling part (Ayepovıröv) of the 
human soul. Everything that goes on there has to be understood in 
terms of a rational judgement and of its direct or automatic conse- 
quence. The assent, as described previously, is voluntary, yet necessi- 
tated in the case of a right decision by the truth of che underlying qav- 
tagia,” which entails, in its own right, a judgement on the foregoing 
sensual perception. All the four basic functions of the rjyepovikóv, that 
is to say perception, imagination, assent, and impulse, are entirely ra- 
tional in the orthodox Stoic view and can be described or analyzed, 
therefore, in terms of cognition and judgement." Even the term 
“oßevng cuykaváOeoic, "weak assent" (SVF 3.172, 3.548), does not 
mean the lack of energy in the efforts of the human will. An áo9evijc 
ouykatäßeong results from ignorance or rests on insufficient proofs. In 
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the field of human affairs it leads to moral mistakes in the same way as 
false opinions (pox8npai 80£a1) do.” Again, everything depends on the 
intellectual performance of the human soul. 

The same applies to the Stoic doctrine of the tension (tóvog) of the 
soul. It was conceived, in the context of Stoic materialism, to explain 
the coherence of as subtle a substance (SVF 1.563) as the soul was con- 
sidered to be made of. But in addition, the degree of strength (ioxüg) of 
the soul, as measured by the intellectual and practical activities of man, 
was identified wich the degree of tension.” This seems to indicate that 
16voc, in Stoic terminology, referred to the energy of volition as dis- 
played in all sorts of human activity. But the notion of 1óvoc never be- 
came closely attached to that of ôppý, impulse towards action, for mea- 
suring volitional energy. On the contrary: affection (näßog), according to 
orthodox Stoic doctrine an excessive drive towards action (mAeovälouoa 
öppn) on the basis of, or implied in, a false judgement, sometimes 
causes a quite extraordinary strength of volition or striving, as no Stoic 
would have denied. The man motivated by such an affection was com- 
pared with the runner who is unable ro stop at the end of the course. 
Yet the öpyn nÀeovácouoa was explained, in all cases, by the lack of 
tension.” So tóvoc appears in the efficiency, rigidity, and infallibility of 
man's intellectual efforts rather chan in the sheer energy of will by 
which he is driven towards action. Tóvoc wuxíjs does not precisely 
mean the strength of conviction and the energy displayed in right ac- 
tion which Lucian had in mind when he spoke of the strength of the 
soul (àAx1] yuyrc) and moral attitude (yvapn) as the decisive factors in 
the competition between the philosophers of various sects and schools 
(Eun. 9). 

Finally, the use of the term &mßoAn, "application," in both Stoic and 
Epicurean philosophy betrays a certain awareness of che shortcomings 
caused by the entirely intellectualistic approach to the problems of psy- 
chology and ethics. Stoics and Epicureans alike spoke of che &nmifoAr] wg 
81avoíac, that is to say che application of the cognitive, planning, and 
volitional forces of the intellect to the objective of action.” Further- 
more, the act of &mßoAn could also be thought and spoken of with re- 
gard to other than cognitive forces and faculties. Thus love was defined 
as émoAi] tjs piAonoriag.” Again the philosophical use of the term was 
not too different from current usage. Polybius, for instance, used the 
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word very frequently to denote plan, onslaught, or purpose, along with 
Kpioic, npoaípegic, yvopn, or òppń.” 

Since, in the Stoic view, any impulse towards action (6pph) automat- 
ically results from the judgement which the intellect has passed on the 
chosen objective, the foregoing application of the cognitive, critical, 
and planning forces to the objective, that is to say the &mßoAn tr ô1- 
avoíae, can be called an impulse before the impulse (óppr] mpd óppñg 
SVF 3.173), which comes in fact dangerously near the point where vo- 
lition might be conceived separately from cognition and judgement. 
This explains the pointed assertion, even outside the Stoic tradition 
proper, that any émfioÀr] has to be understood as a performance of the 
intellect.” 

All these details of Stoic and Epicurean doctrine clearly indicate that 
the problem of will as a factor independent of cognition, in the psycho- 
logical explanation and the moral evaluation of human action, fre- 
quently arose in the course of philosophical discussion. Yet no one in 
the scholarly tradition of Hellenistic philosophy seems to have been 
prepared to answer it by a theory of will. The primacy and dignity of 
reason of which the principal function is undoubtedly cognitive rather 
than volitional was firmly established throughout that period. For only 
through the medium of reason could the order of nature and the rules of 
moral life be brought into harmony with one another. 

The intricacies of Epicurean and, above all, Stoic psychology did not 
substantially improve on Aristotle's theory of human action and its 
moral evaluation.“ It was generally accepted, though sometimes 
slightly modified with the aid of some Stoic concepts, by Platonists 
from the first century B.C. onwards and, of course, by the Peripatetics. 
This can be seen from Middle Platonic handbooks such as Albinus’ Ix- 
troduction, of the second century A.D., where the part played by practice 
and exercise in the course of moral progress, the distinction between 
practical and theoretical intellect," and other topics are reproduced in 
Aristotelian terms. There was, however, hardly any substantial im- 
provement on his doctrine— perhaps with the sole exception of the in- 
teresting theory of human freedom and instability which Posidonius 
conceived, in the first century B.C., from an entirely Aristotelian point 
of view.“ 

The first to show, in various minor details, some influence of Po- 


64 The Greek View of Human Action II 


sidonius’ ethical theory is the Academic Eudorus, a contemporary of 
Augustus, whose subdivision of che pars moralis of philosophy has been 
preserved in Stobaeus' anthology (2 p. 42ff Wachsm.-Hense). Eudorus 
replaced the usual bipartition of theory and practice by a tripartition: 
Bewpnuxöv (theoretical), ópanuxóv (volitional), npaxuxóv (practical). 
A detailed doctrine nepi óppóv (concerning impulses) had already been 
developed by the early Stoics (cf. SVF 3.169ff), but quite apart from 
the question of how theory and practice contribute to moral life. 

The orthodox Stoic doctrine” of qavraoia/ovyxaráBeocic/ópprj, as 
described above (p. 61), firmly established the predominance of the in- 
tellect in all questions of ethics and psychology. Only the intellect, in 
the Stoic view, creates the motives for moral action by its cognitive 
efforts, from which the impulse towards action automatically follows. 

Eudorus, though apparently under the influence of Stoic theory (cf. 
Sen. ep. 89. 14£), does not argue in full accordance wich the system of 
Stoic psychology as described above. The first, theoretical part of ethics 
is about the evaluation of possible aims of action. Without such an 
evaluation the following impulse cannot possibly be good and reason- 
able. The second part deals with the problem of how to direct rightly 
the impulse towards what one has premeditated (tò tijv öppnv 1 nepi- 
vor8évu KaAd@c émpakeiv), and the third is about action itself. Unfor- 
tunately, che excerpt of Stobaeus is extremely brief in che further dis- 
cussion of part two. We are only told that the chapter on óppai deals 
with dppai proper and affections (ná8n), since affections are, according 
to a well-known Stoic definition, excessive impulses (p. 44.3—5) that 
lead to false actions. But it seems clear that Eudorus, unlike early 
Stoics, but in accordance with the philosopher whose doctrine Seneca 
reports in letter 89, must have felt che need for inserting between the 
cognition of the aim and the action itself a separate, conscious act of the 
acting individual by which the action is definitively directed towards 
its aim. There is no indication that Eudorus' ethical system was 
adopted or further developed by later Platonists. Yer the same need to 
insert a separate act of volition between cognition and action can be 
seen from some passages of the pseudo-Platonic Definitions which also 
dare from che Middle Platonic period. 

Aristotle defined virtue as neither knowledge (émotrjpn) nor natural 
faculty (Sivapic) but rather as &&c, that is to say disposition to act 
intentionally in a certain way (see above p. 56). The definition was gener- 
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ally adopted by Peripatetics and Academics and modified by the Stoics 
who preferred the term öiädeong instead of é&c and did not reject the 
equation of knowledge and virtue. Accordingly, in the pseudo-Platonic 
Definitions, which betray the considerable influence exercised by Peripa- 
tetic and Stoic doctrines on later Platonism, virtue itself (Gápewj 411D) 
is not defined as öuvapıc. Some individual virtues, however, are called 
8uvápeic, besides their being defined as &£eıg, 61a0éoe16, or émothpa 
(kinds of knowledge). So qpóvnoic, practical intelligence, is called the 
faculty for producing happiness or perfection (SUvapic nomuxn . . . AG 
ávOpórrov eubapovíac 4 11D) and evoéfeia, piety, "the voluntary fac- 
ulty for worshipping the gods" (60vapig SepaneutKh 0róv ékouo10G 
412E). These definitions take into account an independent voluntaris- 
tic element, since they do not always presuppose, as Plato did (see 
above p. 48f), that every virtue includes the intention to use it. 'Em- 
ovn, theoretical intelligence, is not defined as a faculty (4 14B), since 
there is no action involved which demands the decision to use that par- 
ticular virtue as in the case of piety or practical intelligence. In its 
quality as émothpn ávunó8etoc (absolute knowledge, /.e. without con- 
tent) theoretical intelligence is the only self-fulfilling virtue with no 
need for application to an object in the world outside the acting 
individual. 

So the gap that is filled by the conception of will in medieval and 
modern ethical thought seems to have been felt in antiquity as well, 
particularly during that period of Platonic philosophy when the tradi- 
tion was far from being voluntaristic. 

Yer another detail deserves our attention even more. According to 
Platos metaphysics, theory, which leads to the intelligible, has far 
more dignity than practice, which is inevitably bound to the empirical 
world. Aristotle, too, believed in the higher rank of theory, as he 
pointed out in the Nicomachean Ethics.“ But this opinion does not auto- 
matically result from Aristotle's own metaphysics and anthropology. 
According to him, freedom of choice as che basis of morality does not 
regard the theoretical intellect. It is realized exclusively through the 
activity of practical intelligence. So Dicaearchus, one of Aristotle's 
most distinguished pupils, could well give primacy to practice instead 
of theory without any substantial change in the Peripatetic system.'^ 

From the first century B.C. onwards, however, Platonism became the 
predominant factor in Greek philosophy, and also penetrated non-Pla- 
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tonic traditions. So the higher rank of theory became firmly estab- 
lished, even in the field of ethical speculation. The wisdom that em- 
braces the ultimate cause of being, beyond all given entities (émotjpn 
àvunóOetoc)," that is to say knowledge resulting from pure thought 
without reference to the sensual world, was regarded as the highest 
achievement of both intellectual and moral progress. It became gener- 
ally agreed that man enjoys the gift of freedom only when his activity is 
entirely intellectual or spiritual and thereby disentangles him from the 
ties of matter.“ Every act of practice, on the other hand, subjects him 
to the law of matter and its inescapable determination. There is hardly 
any doubt abour the dignity of theory in relation to practice in post- 
Hellenistic philosophy. Platonic ontology provides only one answer to 
that question. 

But once the superiority of theory and spiritual life has been firmly 
established in ethical thought, practical action comes dangerously near 
the point where it loses moral relevance altogether. If human perfection 
can be achieved through theoretical or non-empirical knowledge only, 
action as such, and also the intellectual activity which leads to deciding 
about action, are likely to become disturbing factors rather than a 
means of moral progress. On the basis of the strict ontological distinc- 
tion between spirit and matter it became increasingly difficult to prove 
that the highest part of the human soul is concerned with action as well 
as with theory. The problem did not arise in Stoic or Epicurean philoso- 
phy, which denied any difference between matter and spirit, and, ac- 
cordingly, between theoretical and practical knowledge.” The problem 
was tolerable and even soluble in Aristotle's view of reality. He did not 
deny the difference between spirit and matter, but he did nor admit 
that reality could rest upon only one of them. The problem, however, 
became crucial in post-Hellenistic Platonism. 

From the second century A.D. onwards representatives of the schol- 
arly tradition of Platonic philosophy such as Albinus or Plotinus had to 
oppose sectarians who regarded themselves as followers of Plato and 
other sages of the past and who tried to contest the importance of any 
kind of action in moral life. Their argument was largely based on a 
radical reinterpretation of the Platonic dualism, by which matter be- 
came inextricably attached to evil and spirit to good. ^ The scholarly- 
minded Platonists made extended use of Stoic and Aristotelian con- 
cepts in order to prove the need for practice in moral life, regardless of 
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the superior rank of theory. Plotinus, in the third century, made the 
most noteworthy attempt in this direction; we shall discuss it later. But 
they did not develop a notion of will, which could have been a useful 
tool for handling the crucial questions arising from such debates: can 
we grasp intention as such in order to pass our moral judgement? Can 
we evaluate an action according to moral standards regardless of che 
amount of knowledge to which it testifies? 


IV 
St. Paul 
and Philo 


IN THE TWO preceding chapters we came to under- 
stand why the Greeks, in their attempts co analyze and to evaluate hu- 
man action, never developed a distinct concept of will. All the ques- 
tions implied in that problem, however, were to be dealt with, through 
the many centuries of medieval and post-medieval philosophy,' pre- 
dominantly with the aid of such a concept, which also made a lasting 
impact on all European languages.” Yet the disregard which the Greeks 
had for this possibility of explaining human action and moral respon- 
sibility is apparently in agreement with some recent attempts to handle 
the problem philosophically,’ whereas various schools of modern psy- 
chology still seem to need the concept.* 

One topic which has been extensively treated, in medieval and post- 
medieval philosophy, with the aid of che notion of will, is the question 
of human freedom. It belongs to metaphysics, moral theory, and psy- 
chology, and is usually referred to, in modern scholarship, by the term 
Free Will.” 

The freedom to decide for a certain way of acting in a given situation, 
which every human being is likely to experience in his life, mostly in a 
quite trivial way, becomes debatable once reasoning starts from the ques- 
tion to what extent the outcome has been determined by the very act of 
decision. Such a reflection may reveal that the outcome has largely been 
determined by the realistic assessment of the objective aimed at which 
preceded the action and which was achieved by the intellectual forces of 
the acting individual. Reflection can also teach, in a given situation, 
thar this intellectual activity was hindered or distorted by error or emo- 
tion, or its cognitive results rendered inappropriate by compulsion ex- 
ercised from outside. A register of these factors, carefully composed for 
a given situation, could provide, at least in theory, an exhaustive expla- 
nation for every human action as to the extent of its being caused by a 
free decision of the deliberative intellect. Clearly this condition applies 
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to acting individuals and groups alike; hence it can also provide a guide- 
line for historiography, as was pointed out, for instance, by Max Weber 
with reference to Thucydides." If human action is guided by che ra- 
tional perception and evaluation of aims (which intellectual act can be 
restricted by the factors mentioned above), the historian has to eluci- 
date, as thoroughly as possible, the planning of the acting individuals 
and che interfering factors. Thus he may be able to show in his narra- 
tive how and to what extent historical events were caused by the free 
decisions of acting individuals. 

All this makes good sense, provided intention in social and moral 
life solely results from rational perception of the means and ends on the 
one hand, and error, emotion, and compulsion on the other.’ But once 
a good or ill will can be identified behind or apart from these factors, 
the situation changes. Now, human freedom is no longer evaluated ex- 
clusively according to the free choice of the means and ends of action 
which the intellect has made, and according to the degree to which 
error, emotion, or compulsion have interfered with the choice. 

The concept of choice (npoaipeoic) is based on the assumption that 
intention, psychologically as well as with regard to moral judgement, 
depends on the knowledge of something definite. This knowledge draws 
its reliability and its moral relevance from the way in which a part of 
subsisting reality has been assessed in the very act of intention. Inten- 
tion, however, determines the moral verdict upon the ensuing action. 
Thus intention, being prospective in its leading to action, is closely 
bound to knowledge which directly refers only to what actually is or 
exists. Whatever belongs to che future is not open to direct cognition. 
In che field of human action, the future can be assessed only because of 
the knowledge which has been acquired, by the intellect, of something 
already brought to reality, alrcady existing. Hence this assessment can 
never be adequate. 

That is one reason why the concept of choice does not admit the exis- 
tence of a will separate from the intellectual cognition and evaluation of 
means and ends. It only admits intention as an intellectual phenome- 
non and striving as the result of instinct or emotion or a combination of 
both. Will as separate from both emotion and cognition can be thought 
and spoken of in metaphysics or ontology, ethics, and psychology—and 
even in the current usage of modern European languages— without re- 
gard to any chosen goal of action and, consequently, as independent of 
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the intellectual assessment of a given situation.“ Good or ill will, wich 
regard to its moral value, is not necessarily bound up with the adequate 
cognition of a definite part of the existing world in which the action is 
going to take place. It can be grasped separately from the intellectual 
achievement which precedes action in any given case. Yet, in chis quality 
of being defined separately from the choice of means and ends, the notion 
of will seems to offer a way of dealing with che problem which arises from 
the fact that both intention and action refer to che future rather chan 
the present time. This aspect of human life is difficult to investigate if 
the moral assessment of intention has been linked too closely with the 
question of knowledge. We have seen how Aristotle tried to handle the 
problem involved, by strictly separating che knowledge of che means 
and ends of action from the habitual disposition to act in a certain way, 
yet without the concept of will. 

Men are likely to find by experience that action is, at the same time, 
urgently required and open to a later religious or moral judgement, 
although the acting persons are unable to perceive, fully and directly, a 
future event, fact, or condition in human life. This experience is usually 
neutralized, in more or less intellectualistic theories of human action, by 
prudential precepts rather than theoretical arguments: one has to be 
cautious in all attempts and to realize one's own intellectual deficiency. 
We dealt with the notion of ooxppooóvr in the preceding chapter. 

But wherever the contrast between the ignorance of the future and 
the responsibility for one's decisions becomes rhe basis of ethical, psy- 
chological, or ontological reasoning, knowledge of the aim of action 
cannot possibly become the decisive factor to which all moral judge- 
ments ultimately refer. Intention that leads to right action has to be 
determined by a good will rather than true knowledge. Good will, as 
distinct from the right cognition of the given case, can be measured 
according to accepted standards without special reference to the aim of 
action and its adequate perception. It can be identified without an ob- 
ject to which it is directed. This argument can be corroborated by the 
following consideration. 

If people try to act according to moral standards exclusively on the 
basis of cheir own rational cognition of the aim, they dispose, in che 
very act of intention, of future facts or objects as if they belonged to 
the present time. They disregard the fact that they have to face che 
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future, which cannot become, in the usual sense of che word, the con- 
tent of knowledge. 

Acting solely according to one's own intellectual judgement can even 
be considered, regardless of the outcome, as a fatal failure in itself, 
when only divine powers are believed to have the privilege of disposing 
of the future." This belief is strongly expressed in the Old Testament, 
where people are frequently praised for having decided according to che 
order of Yahveh without attempting to perceive, by their own intellec- 
tual effort, the end of their action. Their action, then, can be classified 
in the religious category of obedience. The philosophical equivalent 
could only be will. But the standards according to which obedience or 
will respectively can be assessed are attributed to the laws and com- 
mandments of the same God who freely disposes of the furure. They 
can be observed rather than understood. 

Consequently, freedom realized in the free choice of the means and 
ends in human activity, as the Grecks put it, considerably differs from 
the Christian concept of Free Will which already underlies, without be- 
ing made explicit, the anchropology of the Old Testament. In che Greek 
view, freedom is brought about when the human intellect has chosen 
the aim of action according to the true order of being, and has not been 
hindered in its efforts by error, emotion, or compulsion. So human free- 
dom only exists as good and salutary intention, whereas ill intention re- 
sults from restrictions imposed, for whatever reason, on man's intellec- 
tual activity. The concept of Free Will opens a different view on human 
freedom. It entails che belief in man's ability to decide and to act both 
ways, regardless of the intellectual effort spent on the intellectual as- 
sessment of the aim. Although the wrong decision is bound to prede- 
termine further decisions and actions, thus encroaching upon the free 
use of the will, the primary act of decision is always free, regardless of 
whether intention has been directed che right way or not. 

Both concepts, that of choice and that of will, cannot be underscood 
satisfactorily in terms of ethics and anthropology. There are correspond- 
ing ideas in the field of cosmology. Proheretic choice goes with an image 
of reality showing that everything comes to being, exists, and passes 
away according to everlasting rules. Man is able to understand these 
rules, to rely on them, and to act accordingly, because he has been given 
the same reason that provides structure and life co the universe. The 
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concept of Free Will results from a completely different view. The world 
as experienced in human life owes its existence to a creator who is free 
to interfere, at any given time, with what is going on in his creation. It 
is only due to his benevolence that he also has given some regularity to 
the cosmic process. So man is to experience, first of all, che will of the 
creator. He becomes conscious of his own intention through continuous 
acts of obedience or disobedience—that is to say through acts of will— 
by which he freely reacts to the utterances of the divine will." He also 
may improve on his knowledge of the divine will in consequence of 
these acts of obedience, since che outcomes of the ensuing actions are 
likely to teach him. But he does not become conscious of his intentions 
through continuous acts of cognition by which he comes to acknowl- 
edge that the lasting order of the universe also applies to his own life, 
and that acting according to such a knowledge automatically produces 
happiness. We described in the first chapter how Greek intellectuals 
fervently criticized, in the second century A.D., the belief that God cre- 
ates and rules the universe solely according to His will or pleasure. 
Once man was no longer believed to understand, by his own intellec- 
tual efforts, che plans of God, and, consequently, the order of the uni- 
verse, reason ceased to be the decisive factor in moral life. Although 
acting in accordance with reason would continue to provide success in 
human life, che standards of moral conduct could only be derived from 
the commandment by which God conveyed his will to man. The com- 
mandment of God could be obeyed or disobeyed '' but never proved or 
disproved by the same reason which caused, in the words of Pliny, "twice 
ten to be twenty." "For my thoughts are not your thoughts, saith the 
Lord" (Isa. 55:8)." 

The idea, however, that the intention rather than the ensuing action 
itself should be judged according to religious and moral standards is 
well known in Jewish thought, too. But intentionality, in its legal, 
moral, or religious relevance, refers to the question of whecher or not 
the individual acts in accordance with the commandment of God rather 
than on the basis of his own intellectual perception and assessment of a 
given situation. 

Obedience to God that has become habitual is called faichfulness, 
fidelity, firmness (Hebr. 'amunab)." The term can apply to the personal 
relation between God and man, as in the case of Abraham (Gen. 15:6), 
but also to man's trusting in the divine Law which becomes, in that 
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way, the immediate object of faith (Sir. 35[32].24, Jos. ant. 20.48). 
'Amán, 'amunab is rendered by moo, níouc, in Greek. Thus níouc, 
faith, instead of knowledge— quite contrary to the Greek tradition, 
where belief was always valued far below knowledge gained through 
rational understanding "—becomes the point of reference for the moral 
assessment of intentional action in the thought and language of Jews 
and early Christians." 

Faith can be called a disposition of will which need not be realized 
through rhe choice of an aim for action, though every chosen aim can 
be valued only according to it. Yet to choose your goal of action and to 
value it according to God's commandment does not coincide with the 
distinction between honestum and utile as foreseen in Greco-Roman phi- 
losophy, from whose point of view these turn out to be identical, once a 
man has come, by his own intellectual effort, to a proper understanding 
of what nature itself wants him to do. In the Biblical view, a man can- 
not possibly avoid, by his own intellectual efforts, che clash berween 
his intention and the will of God as set forth in his commandments and 
orders. Man cannot come to a rational understanding of anything be- 
hind the will of God. He can give his response to God's commandment 
only through an act of obedience or disobedience, that is to say by his 
will. Thus the will of man as a phenomenon of religious or moral rele- 
vance and subject to evaluation according to the standards of good and 
evil comes to existence in consequence of the commandment of God. It 
is only che very act of will that determines che moral value of che ensu- 
ing action. Man is able to make his will a good one, if he complies with 
the commandment of God. His will is bound to be ill, if he upholds his 
own intention by an act of disobedience.” 

The commandment of God, according to the Biblical tradition, also 
challenges the human intellect, because it may be difficult to under- 
stand properly. If it has been laid down in a lasting code, it has to be 
interpreted and applied to the varying conditions of life. Consequently 
the Torah, which contains che will of God, is the source of all wisdom 
in Israel." 

Moreover, it always seems wise and prudent to acknowledge, by an 
act of obedience, the overwhelming power of God." This is different 
from, though comparable with, the idea of owappootvn, so notable in 
Greek thought of the classical period. In the view of Sophocles, Herod- 
otus, and others, man has to remember, in all his thoughts, words, and 
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deeds, the limits set him by the gods, although he can never know 
where precisely chey have been drawn. He should simply be aware of 
his own ignorance and imperfection and act accordingly. Otherwise he 
is likely to neglect or even to offend, quite inadvertently in most cases, 
the privileges of the gods and to provoke their cruel, sometimes out- 
rageous punishment. Sw@poovvn, in such a context, means prudence, 
modesty, abstention from extravagance and outrage, a sense of the utter 
instability of one's own position, awareness of one's own weakness and 
fallibility even in the time of good luck. Men can never be absolutely 
certain of what they actually ought to do. 

Yahveh's orders, on the other hand, usually are quite explicit, whereas 
his way of acting remains inexplicable according to human standards 
and sometimes even seems to be unjust or cruel." Abraham, for in- 
stance, is told very precisely what he has to do and what is going to 
happen to him, although he cannot possibly make much sense of that 
information by his own insight. The people of Israel have been given 
the Law that teaches them what to do in order to meet the require- 
ments which result from their being, quite incomprehensibly, the elect 
of God.™ This is different from the attitude of prudence, modesty, and 
self-containment that comes from a general awareness of one's own weak- 
ness and ignorance, and that is called acxppooóvr by the Greeks. 

Xoxqpooóvrn, in that particular sense, motivates abstention from ac- 
tion much more than action itself, whereas obedience to the orders and 
commandments of Yahveh immediately leads to definite actions or ways 
of acting, without intellectual reflection interfering with the decision 
to act.” 

Obedience, above all, if it has become habitual, chus testifying to a 
man's fidelity or faithfulness (‘amundh), fear of God (yir’ah), confidence 
(mibtäh), also provides the solid basis of both intellectual and moral 
progress.” Knowledge and wisdom result from the repeated attempt to 
arrive at a better understanding of the will of God and presuppose the 
initial act of obedience, acceptance, or confidence.” 

That human knowledge or wisdom thus depends on the previous ac- 
tivity of the will, which has to turn towards God and to give an initial 
response to a very definite divine order, is a well-known idea through- 
out Biblical and post-Biblical tradition, even where it has been formu- 
lated in Greek. The polyptoton in Isaiah "if you have no confidence 
(ta'amenu), you have no firm stand (/a'aminu)' is mistranslated by "if 
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you have no faith (moteveiv), you cannot get knowledge (ouviévai)" in 
the Septuagint (Isa. 7:9). 

Where Hellenistic influence became predominant, such ideas could 
be interpreted in the light of the Platonic doctrine of Eros. Yet che Pla- 
conic Eros continuously impels towards fuller cognition through intel- 
lectual activity, without asking for any initial act of obedience, accep- 
tance, faith, or even compliance, for it belongs to human nature. The 
apocryphal Wisdom of Solomon teaches that the divine wisdom comes 
(gBäveıv) and is visible (dewpeioda) only to those who look for (@nteiv), 
desire (ém@upeiv), and love (dyanav) it.” 

Voluntaristic ideas underlie many stories, sayings, and reflections in 
the Old Testament. It suffices to recall what is related about Abraham ^ 
in Jewish and early Christian literature.” Faith, in the Biblical view, is 
not primarily seen as knowledge or the cognitive effort leading to such 
a knowledge and caused by mere persuasion.” It appears, wherever the 
relation between God and man is concerned, as the way to acknowledge 
the will of God and, above all, co act accordingly. Faith is thus de- 
scribed as a phenomenon of will to which decisive achievements in re- 
ligious and moral life are to be ascribed.” 

The Old Testament is far from supplying a coherent theory of human 
action and its moral assessment comparable to what Greek philosophers 
would have conceived on the basis of such ideas. That is why Biblical 
Hebrew does not yield an unmistakable term to denote the concept of 
will and why obedience and disobedience are not attributed to either 
intellect or emotion. " Both complying with and opposing the inten- 
tion of God result from the whole of the human personality. It is, there- 
fore, of little importance which faculty of the soul is chiefly responsible 
for che will of man, alone subject to moral judgement (cf. Gen. 2:21, 
6:5). Such judgement, however, can be passed solely according to 
standards which are far beyond human understanding, since chey have 
been set by the orders and commands of God. 

This comes out most clearly also in chose passages of the Old Testa- 
ment and post-Biblical literature where the phenomenon of "stiffheart- 
edness” is referred to." Man has been given the freedom to ignore or 
even reject the information and the commandment that God conveys to 
him, thus blinding himself and going astray. Sometimes God himself 
encourages or corroborates such an attitude in a man whom he wants to 
destroy because of his initial disobedience, very much as the gods acted 


76 St. Paul and Philo 


against Xerxes according to Herodotus." The Greek historian, how- 
ever, concentrates on Xerxes' deception by the gods. He becomes intel- 
lectually incapable of going the right way. Yahveh, on the other hand, 
renders the heart of Pharaoh "heavy" or "hard." So he repeatedly refuses 
to be obedient, although he realizes perfectly well, from the miracles 
performed and signs given, both the power and the will of Yahveh. The 
narrative of Exod. 7ff clearly interprets the behavior of Pharaoh in terms 
of volition rather than cognition. 

The Manual of Discipline of the Qumran sect” defines stiffhearted- 
ness (J'ririt) as rejection of the salutary knowledge which could cause 
people to convert and go the right way. 

Again and again the knowledge of the words and commandments of 
God is described as depending on an initial ace of acceptance and obe- 
dience that precedes every kind of religious or moral cognition. Man, 
however, is capable of refusing and performing this act, which is the 
basis of his religious and moral responsibility.” Even the righteous man 
can turn away from his righteousness in that way, but also the wicked 
can become righteous.“ The voluntaristic element in this idea of turn- 
ing oneself is quite notable chroughout the Biblical and post-Biblical 
tradition.” It acquired such an importance because the idea that the 
human intellect, operating freely and autonomously, could discover the 
ultimate congruity of the plans of God, the order of the universe, and 
the needs and purposes of men, was never conceived. The intellect does 
not automatically lead the right way when it has done away with irra- 
tional desire or emotions. ^ The sovereignty of God " which is beyond 
human understanding and cannot be assessed by the standards of che 
reasonable or the probable demands, on the part of man, an act of will, 
that is to say obedience or disobedience, acceptance or refusal. Such an 
act of will is prior to all intellectual efforts and achievements, and it is 
often produced, not unlike the hardening of the heart, by divine inter- 
vention." The belief in both human responsibility as resulting from 
free decision and predestination as caused by divine omniscience and 
omnipotence is always present in the Old Testament. The antagonism 
of the two principles, however, became the object of theological reflec- 
tion only in post-Biblical literature."' The historian Josephus classified 
the Jewish sects of his time according to their attitude toward fate and 
freedom. The problem involved was discussed in terms of divine or hu- 
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man will rather than deliberation. The members of the Qumran con- 
gregation called themselves "those who are willing” (1 Q.S. 5.8), their 
statutes "che rule for the will” (C.D. 14.3), and they tried "to choose 
the Law" or "what pleases the Lord" rather than "the will of their own 
spirit" (C.D. 3.3, 2.15; cf. 8.8). Good will according to this concep- 
tion is not preceded by intellectual activity. The grace of God is first to 
strengthen the volitional faculty of man in order to render him righ- 
teous and pious in his planning (1 Q.S. 4.4f). 

The important function attributed to the will of man, though con- 
vincingly described in many ways in Biblical and post-Biblical litera- 
ture, never found a coherent and concise terminology in Hebrew com- 
parable to the psychological vocabulary of classical and post-classical 
Greek. Yet we find one interesting attempt to make explicit, in a co- 
herent theory or imagery and quite independently of the interpretatio 
Graeca of che Bible, this very idea of human action. It occurs, for the 
first time, in some parts of post-Biblical literature such as the Testa- 
ment of Twelve Patriarchs and the Manual of Discipline from Qumran, 
and became of great importance in later Rabbinic orthodoxy. 

Man finds himself placed between two spirits, a good and an evil 
one. These are spoken of either as faculties and inhabitants of the human 
soul or as cosmic powers. They are called instinct, impulse, spirit, in- 
tention, angel and the like." In each of his actions man turns his mind 
or intellect towards one of chem. The turning is referred to in this doc- 
trine separately from the intellectual act by which the immediate goal 
of action is being chosen. The human intellect chooses— namely the 
objective of action—and turns itself — namely to one of the two angels 
or spirits." Thus the voluntaristic and the intellectualistic aspects of 
human intention are separated in this imagery, and only to the volun- 
taristic one has moral relevance been attributed, for it is the spirit or 
angel that determines the moral or religious value of the ensuing ac- 
tion. By separating the intellectualistic from che voluntaristic aspect 
the doctrine of the two spirits distinguishes itself from che image of che 
two ways which is well known in Greek, Jewish, and early Christian 
parenetic literature from the time of Hesiod onwards, " and which was 
referred to by the letter Y in the Pythagorean school; man always finds 
himself at the crossroad and has to decide for himself che right way. 
Here no distinction between what a man is actually about to do and the 
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intellectual decision can be ascertained from the image. The right choice 
of the immediate goal implies the moral evaluation of the ensuing ac- 
tion. Both depend on one and the same act of intellectual activity. There 
is no will to distinguish from the knowledge of what to do. 

We need not deal with the further development of the doctrine of the 
two spirits, especially in later Rabbinic theology," nor trace the close 
and distant parallels in Greek literature and philosophy." Another de- 
tail of that influential doctrine, however, is worth mentioning in our 
context. 

Whether the mind turned towards the good or the bad spirit can be 
assessed only according to the Torah " and not through the free use of 
the human inrellect. 

Only because of the Torah is man able to react, consciously and re- 
sponsibly though never by a purely intellectual effort, to the will of 
God, despire his utter inability to grasp the plans or thoughts of his 
Creator. He can and he must reconsider the means and ends of his ac- 
tion, as chosen by his reason, in their relation to the commandment of 
God. That is why the just man, according to the first psalm, "in his 
law... doth. . . meditate day and night.” ™® Good will, that is to say 
obedience to the commandment of God, necessarily leads to such a medi- 
tation. Yet, as che response to the commandment of God, good will is 
independent of the amount of wisdom which the individual has spent 
on the preceding choice of the objective of action. So all striving after 
moral perfection and happiness has to concentrate on the will of man. 
This comes out most clearly in a saying of Rabbi Gamaliel in the first 
century A.D. (Ab. 2.4a): "Render your will His will so that He can 
render His will your will." 

The word rasön, used in the above saying and in comparable texts to 
denote the will of God and man, can have many connotations in Bib- 
lical and post-Biblical Hebrew, such as desire, pleasure, purpose, in- 
tention, benevolence. A similar variety of meanings is typical of many 
words in che ethical and psychological vocabulary of Hebrew such as 
ruah or nepe which are both also used to denote volition (see above 
p- 25). In che present context, however, the concept of Free Will is 
unmistakably pointed to by the word rato»: man is supposed to be ca- 
pable of directing and shaping his own will. The problem of free will, 
too, is spoken of or referred to in a variety of terms and expressions in 
Jewish literature. The verb ‘4, for instance, used almost exclusively 
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with a negation in the Old Testament, clearly refers to the free act of 
negative decision which can be performed by God and man.” The enig- 
matic, though necessary, existence of the free will of man beside divine 
providence is denoted, in a saying of Rabbi Akiba,” by the word r'iur 
which means "permission" or "allowance." The same problem is of 
some importance in the Psalms of Solomon, where the terms &xAoyn Kai 
&£ouoia vic wuxric (the selection and power of the soul) appear," and 
Israel's decision to attach themselves to Yahveh is described by the word 
n'dabab." The use of these and other words shows that neither volition 
as such nor the idea of free will, though frequently spoken of in both 
Biblical and post-Biblical literature, was described in a fixed terminol- 
ogy of which the elements can be understood regardless of the context. 
That is why the reader is almost always told whose will is being spoken 
of, and under which circumstances. 

Yet in some passages of Jewish and early Christian literature nasön”' 
and its Greek equivalents” eü6oxía, 9éArpia occur without such addi- 
tions. They are used as technical terms, in the strict sense of the word, 
to denote che will of God. The development of terminology mirrors the 
belief chat the will of man presupposes the will of God, as do the saying 
of Rabbi Gamaliel (above p. 78) and the prayer at Gethsemane: nAnv 
oUx Óg éyà 86A GAN’ óc ot: "however, not as | wish but as you wish." 
Jesus’ human will, which had been opposed to the preconceived inten- 
tion of God, comes to agree, in a free act of volition, with the divine 
will." H. von Campenhausen has shown in a recent contribution that 
antagonism and agreement between two kinds of volition are unheard 
of in St. John's conception of Christ, which foreshadows monophysite 
doctrine. So human will as distinct from cognition and as answering 
the order of God is made more explicit in the synoptic narrative of the 
life of Jesus, although a concept of will is not absent from the fourth 
gospel. 

Ev6oxia is used, in well-known passages of the New Testament such 
as Luke 2: 14" and Rom. 2:18, to denote God's benevolence towards 
those he has elected according to his free and incomprehensible choice. 

In the passage from the Epistle to the Romans mentioned above, Sr. 
Paul deals with the problem of whether and according to which stan- 
dards God's final judgement will be passed upon Jews and gentiles alike. 
The Jews, he says, know what God wants them to do, since chey have 
been given the Torah. (This was common ground with contemporary 
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Jewish theology.)” So they shall not have any excuse in their trial. On 
the other hand, there will be gentiles who have fulfilled che Law al- 
though it was never revealed to them. That is why the gentiles, or at 
least some of them, will have, on doomsday, three advocates or wit- 
nesses: the work of the Law inscribed in their heart, their conscience 
(ouveiönong), and their thoughts (Aoyıopoi)” that accuse and excuse one 
another (Rom. 2: 14/15). 

“The work of the Law written in the heart" (v. 15) does not refer to 
what one may call the inborn or natural knowledge of the law." This 
idea, important as it may be in Greek ethical speculation where right 
action is always explained as the result of right knowledge, is of little 
weight even in the preceding verse.“' St. Paul only stresses the fact that 
the gentiles in question did fulfill the Law, but he does not give much 
consideration to the problem of how they possibly could be aware, in 
some way or other, of its content. This problem, however, is of out- 
standing importance from the point of view of Greek or modern ethical 
thought. To St. Paul, every factual fulfilment of the Law is primarily an 
act of obedience, appropriate in every creature towards the Creator. It 
can be performed, as St. Paul observes, with and without the explicit 
knowledge of the divine commandment, and it is only the act itself 
that really matters (v. 13). So che épya tot vöpou (the work of the Law) 
testify to the will rather than the intellect of che fulfiller— which is, 
however, difficult to express unequivocally in first-century Greck. 

The most telling parallel can be found in che Testament of the Twelve 
Patriarchs (Jud. 20): the deeds man has performed in his lifetime are 
inscribed on his breastbone to bear witness in the presence of the divine 
judge. The author of this text was only thinking of Jews who had to 
know the Torah. St. Paul, however, was speaking of Greeks or gentiles 
of whom at least some have spontaneously fulfilled the Torah without 
knowing it and who can, therefore, rely on the testimony of their heart 
where their life in accordance with the Law is recorded. 

The second witness these gentiles can produce is offered by their con- 
science. Conscience, according to St. Paul, does not originate from the 
intellect, which has choroughly examined what the individual has done 
or is about to do. This, however, is the meaning of ouveiönong wherever 
it occurs in Greek philosophical texts— which happens very seldom, 
anyway.“ St. Paul refers to this type of self-examination under the third 
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heading, when he is speaking of choughts which accuse and excuse one 
another. ^ 

Conscience, in the view of St. Paul and those authors who betray his 
influence, spontaneously and distinctly indicates to its owner whether 
or not a doing of his has been or will be in accordance with the will of 
God. That is why conscience can bear witness on many occasions," its 
testimony being irrefutable, for nobody, even if his knowledge be far 
superior in all respects, is able either ro prove or disprove the con- 
science of someone else. This particularly applies to those cases where 
conscience is, in fact, weak or leads astray.” The advanced Christian 
whose knowledge of che Law and its new interpretation is nearer to per- 
fection has to accepr and to respect the hesitations and fears of his 
weaker brethren, when they are acting according to their conscience 
but against the deeper understanding of the divine message. No one is 
entitled to outdo the conscience of somebody else by his own, superior 
knowledge; no individual conscience can be silenced simply by instruc- 
tion from those wiser. To acknowledge that your neighbor has co be 
guided by his conscience, even if you cannot approve of his actions, is, 
in the view of St. Paul, one of the main achievements of the mutual 
love and mutual responsibility on which the congregation is founded. 
Through his conscience everybody, including gentiles, is able to be- 
come certain of God's having spoken to him, even if he does not fully 
understand the message. Accordingly, St. Paul recommends loyalty to 
the political government 614 vv ouveiönowv, according to conscience 
(Rom. 13:5). Conscience, being the means of direct communication 
between God and man, can also convey an awareness, however dim, 
of the fact that all secular rule represents, to some degree, the divine 
government of the world and is backed, therefore, by divine authority 
(Rom. 13:1). To interfere with che conscience of someone else is an 
assault on his freedom (&AevuOepía) resulting from his direct and unhin- 
dered relation to God (1 Cor. 10: 29). 

It becomes clear from these and similar passages in early Christian 
literature ^ why conscience, to a certain extent and in special cases, can 
replace the knowledge of the Law, at least in the view of St. Paul and 
his followers. Through his conscience man may become aware of what 
God wants him to do and, accordingly, the judgement God is going to 
pass on his conduct. This awareness determines his moral actions, but 
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it is independent of the degree to which he has come to the right under- 
standing of the divine Law and its new interpretation as laid down in 
the Scripture and as communicated through preaching. The Law and 
its interpretation, however, is the basis of congregational life and en- 
ables everybody to communicate with his neighbor about the standards 
of moral conduct. In this context the question of progress in knowledge 
is of outstanding importance. Yet by testifying to the will of God, con- 
science can create the motivation for action in the individual. It brings 
about, regardless of the intellectual standing of the man in question, 
an act of will that, being the immediate response to the will of God, 
cannot be invalidated or corroborated from outside, even by arguments 
which are based on the communicable interpretation of che Law, let 
alone by reasoning. This kind of human will or intention seems to be 
completely detached from any intellectual achievement, yet it can be- 
come the essential cause of a person's religious and moral responsibility. 
By acting against his conscience man is likely to forfeit his final salva- 
tion, since, according to St. Paul, the testimony of his conscience can 
save a man, even if he was never explicitly told by che Law what the 
will of his Creator wanted him to do. The Epya voii vöpou written in his 
heart testify, so to speak, objectively to his being elected, whereas con- 
science offers the same proof subjectively and spontaneously. One's 
Aoyiopoi, ratiocinations in their turn, corroborate the awareness of one's 
own achievement by means of reflection.“ 

But this is, after all, a doctrine specific to St. Paul. The righteous 
who find themselves justified on doomsday according to St. Matthew 
(25:3 1ff) seem to be very surprised that the word of the law has been 
written in their hearts. They do not realize that chey have, in fact, ful- 
filled the will of God by their actions of compassion and benevolence, 
when they were visiting prisoners and feeding the hungry. Obviously, 
their conscience does not bear witness for them. We have to admit that 
conscience was by no means a concept of primary importance in Jewish 
or early Christian thought, though of some importance in the theology 
of St. Paul. In general, Jews and Christians were firmly convinced that 
God had uttered His commandments quite plainly to mankind. The 
standards of moral behavior were open to the understanding of every- 
body willing to listen and to obey, according to this tradition,” and no 
one in the community had to rely on his inner voice alone. St. Paul's 
doctrine of conscience sounds rather surprising in that environment, 
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and the impact it made on Christian theology in the following two or 
three centuries was not too heavy. " 

St. Paul enumerates, as we have seen, three sources of moral knowl- 
edge which exist outside the Torah and which are accessible to any hu- 
man being. This is very noteworthy. To my knowledge, no Jewish text 
of the period provides close parallels. We do find, in post-Biblical Jew- 
ish literature, the opinion that the Patriarchs were fulfilling the will of 
God before the Torah was given to Moses or that all nations and tribes 
were offered the Law and only Israel accepted it, so that everybody can 
be expected to know the will of God.” But for the present, attention 
focused on the question of how God was going to judge those who had 
been given the Law. Nor until the message of God's final judgement 
was preached to Jews and gentiles alike did the question of how rhe will 
of God could be fulfilled without any knowledge of the Torah become 
really important. 

St. Paul would be easier to understand in this chapter of his doc- 
trine, had he introduced an unmistakable term to denote che will of 
man; for it is, in his view, a will, as distinguished from all intellectual 
achievements—even with regard to the knowledge of the divine Law— 
as well as from all unconscious and spontaneous emotions, which re- 
sponds to the commandment of God. Thus the will of man, in fact, 
determines human action and is, therefore, subject to divine and conse- 
quently moral judgement. 

There is no such term in the language of St. Paul and his contempo- 
raries. Even the will of God, which provides the ultimate cause for the 
human will to emerge, and which has to be detached, in the language 
of man, from God's thoughts and plans—the latter being, unlike the 
utterances of the divine will, inexplicable to che human mind—has no 
definite term. 8éAnoic, 0£Anpa, BovAn, BovAnoic, BouAngpa, evSoxia, 
yv@pn are used almost as synonyms with reference to the will of God in 
the earliest writings of Christian literature. 

The underlying concept, however, is quite clear and can be gathered 
from many passages in St. Paul and elsewhere. It can be seen behind his 
doctrine of conscience, above all in what he says about the relationship 
between conscience and love (1 Cor. 8); it is also ro be found in his 
teaching about humility, obedience to the commandment of God, and 
abstention from striving for one's own righteousness. Yet the concept of 
good and ill will remains without its own term. In the famous passage 
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where he deals, from the specifically Christian point of view, with che 
old problem of why man is able to do wrong though knowing the bet- 
ter, St. Paul uses 6¢Aw and yiv@oxw indiscriminately” to denote inten- 
tion. Yet he is far from solving the problem by the identification of 
knowledge and virtue. 

The answer to this crucial question,” already raised by Euripides, 
Socrates, and Plato, is completely different from every attempt to solve 
the problem which we know from the Greek tradition. No emotions or 
instincts overpower the intellect, which ought to be, by its very na- 
ture, capable of an adequate perception of nature and thus of the stan- 
dards of right action. Reason by itself, according to St. Paul, does not 
enable man to fulfill the orders of his Creator. Thus che Greeks—and, 
of course, their philosophers—have not been led, by their rational 
understanding of nature, to a proper knowledge of what their Creator 
wanted them to do: they utterly failed in their moral conduct (Rom. 
1: 19-24), 

Man's incapacity to act rightly is due to the fact that he leads his life 
Kata oápka, according to the flesh. This important term in the terminol- 
ogy of St. Paul does not, or at least not primarily, point to the dualism of 
matter and spirit, sensual and intellectual life. '' Záp£ (flesh), as opposed 
to mvetpa (spirit), denotes rather the empirical condition of man, in 
which all his activity, including his religious, intellectual, and moral 
endeavor, finds its ultimate goal in himself. Pride and self-assuredness, 
for instance, characterize the fleshly existence. The proud man has for- 
gotten that he is a creature of God whose life and salvation depend en- 
tirely on the grace of the Creator. He attributes to, and expects from, 
his own activity che main achievements in his life, instead of hoping for 
the Creator to meer his needs and instead of turning to his neighbor in 
order to use rightly what has been given to him. The main factor of the 
life xatà oápxa can be seen in man's strong feeling of independence by 
which he separates himself from his Creator. 

The most notable result of that separation comes out in man's striv- 
ing for "his own righteousness” " or justification. By reasoning and act- 
ing according to the flesh, man tries to bring about his own perfection 
and salvation, his own justice according to the standards of che divine 
Law. He is constantly trying to fulfill the commandment of God through 
his own performance. In doing so, he turns the salurary Law, which has 
been given to reveal the will of God, to make men aware of their short- 
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comings, and to enable them to take refuge in the mercy of their Cre- 
ator, into a means for his own attempts to acquire salvation without the 
aid and mercy of God. 

I need not go into further details of St. Paul's doctrine of aap and 
nveüpa, since the topic has been extensively dealt with in modern New 
Testament studies. Yet it is worth mentioning that oáp& comprehen- 
sively denotes che whole of man's personality. So all kinds of intellec- 
tual activity, knowledge, wisdom, and the like, provided they share 
man's being restricted to himself, belong to the realm of flesh. There is 
no difference between intellect and emotion from the point of view of 
man's salvation from that fleshly existence. 

Once a man has decided or become accustomed ro lead the fleshly 
existence, he loses his freedom altogether. He is pinned down to his 
own needs and purposes, he has to rely on his own faculties instead of 
crusting in the mercy of God by which all his deficiencies may easily be 
overcome, and he is incapable of love, that is to say unable to think, to 
speak, and to act with regard not for himself but only for the sake of his 
brother. Thus sin, apaptia, being the result of his separation from God, 
enslaves man. Only the mercy of God, as revealed and operating through 
Christ, can free him again.” The grace of God conveys to him the di- 
vine mveüpa which restores his freedom, renews his nature, and brings 
back to him che ability to love. 

It is in this context that St. Paul treats the problem of deliberate 
wrongdoing in Rom. 7:7ff. A man who leads a fleshly life under the 
rule of sin is bound to realize, again and again, that he has intention- 
ally acted against what he knows to be the will and order of God. Yet 
this knowledge cannot protect him from doing wrong, from offending 
the Law of God, because sin in the sense explained above has already 
predetermined his intention and has turned, almost automatically, his 
activity coward himself instead of toward God or his neighbor. So his 
intention, regardless of whether it originates, in a given situation, from 
rcason or emotion, is bound to produce a wrong action. Knowledge as a 
purely intellectual achievement cannot possibly divert intention from 
its predetermined course. This can only be caused by the divine nveüpa, 
which is bestowed on man solely by the salutary act of divine grace. 
Thus both right intention and performance are due to God's own guid- 
ance: man can but anxiously and humbly hope for his salvation, his 
only contribution being humility,” awareness of his utter deficiency 
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that leads him to expect everything solely from divine mercy. Thus 
weakness, both physical and intellectual, becomes the very basis for 
man's religious and moral perfection, for only an intention that is in 
accordance with the weakness of man can possibly point in the right 
direction and meet the commandments of God.” 

St. Paul's whole argument is about human intention, whether or not 
it is in accordance with the will of God. In his view, no intellectual 
cognition, no moral effort can restore and preserve the freedom of man, 
which is the faculty of invariably producing intentions toward action 
that are provoked by the needs of one's neighbor and the unshaken con- 
fidence in the will of one's Creator rather than by the attempt to gain or 
preserve one's own independence. 

Surprisingly enough, St. Paul never coined a term to denote the piv- 
otal concept of will in the conrext of his soteriology and anthropology. 
Intention as such is called by a great variety of words, regardless of its 
being described as determined by either sin or grace, oap§ or selfish- 
ness, let alone sensuality or spirituality, emotion or intellect. To denote 
volition he indiscriminately uses foóAopar, GéAnpa (B&Aeıv), ppövnpa, 
voüc, vönpa, 61ávoia, yivóoko, émOupeiv, and other terms taken from 
the semantic field of cognition and emotion." Sometimes even nveüpa 
is used to denote intention itself rather than the divine gift of renewal 
from which it comes (Gal. 4:6), and frequently the heart of man is 
spoken of as the origin of intention." 

As already stated above (p. 84) the distinction between intellectual 
activity and emotion is far from being stressed in the search for the ori- 
gin of human intention, although Sc. Paul fully shared the Platonic 
temper of his period and was inclined to believe that man's sensuality 
did, in fact, constitute an area where sin could establish its rule." But 
terms like sin and grace, oáp£ and nveüpa, are used to apply to the 
whole of man's life and personality. Thus voüg, vönpa, voeiv, that is to 
say words taken from the semantic field of intellectual life, are also of- 
ten applied to man's fleshly condition. Men can deliberate, plan, and 
act Kata oápka, without much emotion or sensuality being involved, 
they can even be wise according to the flesh." On the other hand, &m- 
Oupeiv, a word traditionally restricted to the meaning of sensual and 
emotional desire, can denote the conscious intention of man according 
to both his fleshly and his spiritual condition." 

Therefore, the conflict which is spoken of in Rom. 7:7f cannot be 
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taken as one of a deliberate intention contradicted or thwarted by an 
unconscious impulse, as Bultmann is inclined to believe, with reference 
to Rom. 13:3 and Gal. 6:12." The two ways of life—this seems im- 
portant for their moral relevance—are always present in the conscious- 
ness of man. Man does learn what he is supposed to do from his con- 
science, from the Law, and eventually from the message of Christ. Thus 
both kinds of intention, xatà oápxa and Kata nveüpa, come to being in 
the full light of human consciousness, though independently of the in- 
tellectual achievement of the individual in question (see above p. 84). 
Consequently, both have a bearing on the question of responsibility. 

St. Paul has made very explicit in various contexts that, for the time 
being, even the Christian who has set all his hope on the mercy of God 
as revealed through Christ is still subject to che conditions of che fleshly 
existence. "^ Thus he has to suffer from contradictory intentions which 
he constantly produces, very much like the man who has not accepted 
the salutary message but knows, from conscience or Law, what God ex- 
pects him to do. Yet the conflict becomes bearable for the Christian," 
since he has already been given, by the very act of accepting grace with- 
out trusting in any of his own achievements, the pneumatic life, which 
will be revealed, however, in all its clarity only at the end of time." 
Accordingly, the progress in knowledge chat has been inaugurated by 
the initial act of will, namely the acceptance of God's mercy " and love of 
one's neighbor, will also come to its end at that point.” [n che meantime, 
oap§ and nveüpa in Christian life can be ascertained only from the sort of 
intention which men produce towards God and fellow creature. 

The same voluntaristic approach to the problems of moral life that 
results from his soteriology can also be seen in other topics of St. Paul's 
doctrine, It may suffice to recall his description of what were later called 
the Christian or spiritual virtues," especially of love, which he regarded 
as the most important among the three. 

'Ayánr, (love), níouc (faith), and &Anig (hope) certainly imply, in the 
view of St. Paul, some kind of knowledge or awareness. They cannot be 
reduced to a mere emotional disposition. The knowledge in question 
refers to the fact that God's mercy has been revealed in Christ," that 
the whole of creation will be judged and redeemed,” and that the love 
of one's neighbor according to the example of Christ is che only way to 
meet God's commandment."' Yet this kind of knowledge is different 
from all other kinds. Its content will be open to a full understanding 
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only in the future," when the conflict between oáp& and nveüpa will 
have come to an end. At present, it is neither calculable nor fully com- 
prehensible, nor can it be treated like any other piece of knowledge.” It 
becomes visible and real only through intention, through love of one's 
neighbor." So it does, in fact, exist only as intention. Again and again 
St. Paul tries to show the difference between this kind of knowledge 
and wisdom or knowledge xatä oápxa, which can be disposed of, which 
is calculable, and which causes disastrous results in moral life, for it 
“inflates” man™ by corroborating his pride, self-assuredness, and sense 
of independence, which prevent him from turning toward his neigh- 
bor. Pneumatic knowledge, on the other hand, is realized in human life 
as sheer love, which is the most sublime kind of intention and leads to 
increasing cognition of God and man.” 

The voluntaristic approach of St. Paul fully agrees with the Old Testa- 
ment and Jewish thought. He succeeded in giving a more precise and 
succinct description of that particular detail of Biblical and post-Biblical 
anthropology than most contemporary and later Jewish authors. Yet St. 
Paul's theology by no means results from the interpretatio Graeca of the 
Bible, despite its being formulated in Greek, even with the use of some 
philosophical terms that were incorporated into contemporary Greek. 
The voluntaristic approach which he shared with the religious and moral 
tradition of his people led to an image of God and man and their mu- 
tual relation which substantially differs from any system of Greek an- 
thropology and cosmology, as we tried to point out in the first chapter. 

It is an open question whether St. Paul abstained from coining an 
unequivocal term to denote the notion of will, so important in his the- 
ology and anthropology, simply because he could not, for obvious rea- 
sons, take it over from contemporary Greek. St. Paul's language is most 
vigorous and expressive, yet he was not a trained philosopher, and that 
is why his use of technical terms lacks the consistency that characterizes 
philosophical language from the time of Aristotle onwards. St. Paul 
did, in fact, use some terms to denore specific concepts of his doctrine, 
such as KataAAayn (reconciliation), oikodoyn (building-up of the con- 
gregation), and above all nveópa and oáp&. Both latter, however, are 
also used non-terminologically in his epistles. Their meaning as coined 
terms has fewer and less complicated implications than a cerm for the 
notion of will would have in the context of St. Paul's doctrine. 

This difficulty about a term for will, so badly needed in St. Paul's 


St. Paul and Philo 89 


entirely voluntaristic interpretation of man's life and salvation, results 
from its very nature: the notion, although not the term, of will occurs, 
with substantial changes and variations in function and meaning, in 
the discussion of theological, soteriological, and ethical questions. It is 
not restricted, as comparable concepts and terms in Greek philosophy 
undoubtedly are, to the theory of human action with its psychological 
and ethical implications. Thus intention of man in its importance for 
his being saved or condemned by his Creator certainly has its psycho- 
logical aspect, too, once the attempt is made to ascertain its nature and 
its operation from the facts of practical and moral life. In such a context 
the questions automatically emerge whether or not right knowledge 
necessarily precedes right intention, whether or not the moral evalua- 
tion of an action rests on that knowledge, and what the nature of such 
knowledge could possibly be—which were, after all, the fundamental 
problems in Greek ethical thought. 

Yet human intention, in the view of both Sr. Paul and che Old Tesra- 
ment, comes to existence only in response to the will of the Creator, an 
experience that cannot be adequately described or explained in terms of 
psychological investigation and theory. This kind of reasoning only cov- 
ers the results of human intention in moral life, but it does not reach 
intention's very origin, where the salvation of man is at stake. Human 
intention becomes important and recognizable at various levels of real- 
ity. Accordingly, it has to be approached through various modes of cog- 
nition, and spoken of, in theological doctrine and religious precepts, in 
varying terms. 

Perhaps it is che great variety of different aspects under which che 
phenomenon of intention and will is considered that prevented St. Paul 
from inventing a definite term. Each of these aspects could have de- 
manded a separate set of terms to denote the results of speculation. St. 
Paul's theological reflection embraced his own and his people's religious 
experience as well as che needs and purposes of practical, above all con- 
gregational, life. So comprehensive a doctrine, which included the re- 
sults of strict and sober reasoning and conveyed, at the same time, de- 
tails of profound religious experience, was hard to render in a coherent 
terminology. Perhaps this is also one reason why Christian theologians 
failed co understand, for more than three centuries, essential ideas in 
his epistles.'” Most of them were, in addition, much too well trained 
in Greek philosophy. 
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Now let us turn to Philo of Alexandria, St. Jerome "' reported an 


ironical saying about Philo which had been coined and circulated by 
Greek philosophers of his time: "Either Philo is speaking like Plato or 
Plato like Philo." We can easily find some lexicographical evidence in 
support of this opinion. Perhaps the reader recalls a detail mentioned in 
the first chapter. ™ For reasons we tried to fathom, the words BouAnoıg 
or BouAnpa, which denote the intellectual activity preceding action, are 
largely absent from the Greek translation of the Old Testament, where 
éno or 8éAnpa are mostly used instead. Philo, in his turn, exclu- 
sively used Boúànpa and BouAnoıg with reference to the intention of 
both God and man. In doing so he joined the philosophical authors of 
the imperial period. ^ 

Philo had to use the word floóÀnoic with reference to the intention of 
the divine Creator, because he was eager to find in Yahveh's rule the 
same perfect reason which Greek philosophy had always attributed to 
the Supreme Being. "God has the power (65vapuc) to produce good and 
evil, but his intention is directed (BowAeta1) only to che good." This ^" 
is well known from Plato's Gorgias, in that the use of BoWAopaı is re- 
stricted to the meaning of the BovAnorg wot ayadou (decision for the 
good) (see above p. 39). Yet, by taking this argument from Platonic and 
Stoic tradition, Philo did not want to restrict the boundless power 
of his God. So he opposed Aristotle's doctrine that everything which 
has been made or created is bound to pass away. The will—BobAnoic— 
of God, he argued, is free to bestow eternity even on the lowest of his 
creatures. The problem involved was keenly discussed in the Academy. 
Plato made his Demiurge address the minor gods, saying that they, be- 
ing created or "joined" by him, are not immortal by nature. But since 
their "joining" has been perfectly accomplished, che Demiurge, because 
he is entirely good, cannot conceivably be prepared (@éAe1v) to dissolve 
so perfect a structure. Thus the minor gods are immortal or continu- 
ously held together by the intention (BowAnoic) of che Supreme Creator. 
The passage was much debated in the Platonic school, as can be seen 
from Proclus' commentary." The opinion, held by Atticus and oth- 
ers, "^ that God's will could change the nature of a being and bestow 
immortality on what is mortal by nature, was strongly opposed by ortho- 
dox Platonists such as Proclus himself. They insisted on the identity of 
the intention of God and nature. What has been joined impeccably by 
the divine creator is destined for longevity though not eternal by its 
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own nature, since it has its beginning in time. Bur its duration, its 
becoming imperishable, is far from being against nature, The will or 
intention of God (BoóAnoic), his power or potential (8úvapıc), and the 
order of being cannot possibly disagree with each other. Apparently, 
Philo was already familiar with the divergent interpretations of that pas- 
sage, to which he repeatedly referred. He, however, stresses the grace, 
care, and benevolence of God, ™ who sometimes bestows immortality on 
some of his mortal creatures, Thus, for Philo, che will of God acquires a 
different quality from that in the philosophical tradition. "* The whole 
universe, in his view, owes its existence solely to the grace of God.” 

Philo also says that Yahveh could never destroy his creation, for re- 
placing order by chaos would contradict his own perfect rationality. 
This is an entirely philosophical doctrine," since it presupposes the 
same reason in God and the human mind. But the statement is also in 
agreement with the Bible, at least in one respect. Indeed many passages 
in the Old Testament refer to the order and regularity of the universe, 
saying that man can rely on it in all his life.''' But the salutary rules of 
nature are due to the mercy, fidelity, and benevolence of God rather 
than to the entirely rational order of his creation. In che Biblical view, 
the human mind is not able to understand fully and adequately the du- 
ration and structure which God has given to his world. Man can only 
trust in God's promise to maintain that order. To say that God cannot 
possibly contradict his own perfect rationality points in quite a different 
direction. 

Philo was very fond of the idea, so generally accepted in Greek phi- 
losophy, that reason provides the common ground where divine activity 
and human understanding meet. Thus he adopted and used the well- 
known argument thar the human intellect can assess God's perfect ra- 
tionality by inference from the rational order of his creation." Cogni- 
tion of God, however, which is based on the rational perception of the 
universe, is deficient in comparison with cognition from revelation and 
faith which is, in the end, cognition of God's incomprehensibility.'" 

All chese examples indicate that Philo tried, in his exegesis of the 
Biblical texts, to reconcile wherever he could the philosophical concept 
of the Supreme Being with the creed of his people. Yet he did not over- 
look the deficiencies of that method by which Yahveh was identified 
with reason itself, since Yahveh was spoken of, in nearly all the texts of 
the Old Testament, as merciful, zealous, revengeful, imperious— that 
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is to say distinguished by qualities of will—and, above all, powerful 
beyond any human understanding. Philo tried to bridge the gap be- 
tween the two concepts by his doctrine of öuvapıc. 

A great variety of connotations was attached, in post-classical Greek, 
to the word öuvapıg. They range from “faculty, ability, and strength or 
potency" in colloquial Greek, to “potentiality” as opposed to actuality 
in philosophical language, to what is multiplied by itself in mathema- 
tics, and to numinous power in the terminology of cult, magic, and 
religion. 

Philo's use of the word was equally multifarious. He called öuväpeıg, 
without any differentiation, all the qualities of God such as mercy, wis- 
dom, goodness, forgiveness, because they denote the means through 
which God carries out his rule.‘ Even the universe can be called öüva- 
perg, according to Philo, since it is a means of divine rule and testifies to 
the goodness of God.'” Philo also identifies the Platonic ideas with che 
Suvapeis of God. "^ This doctrine has two aspects. One is entirely philo- 
sophical: the archetypes of everything in the world are to be found in 
the divine mind, as the potential from which each individual being is 
brought to reality, The second also accounts for religious experience: by 
his ability to grasp, through intellectual effort, these ideas or arche- 
types, man finds himself exposed to the power of God rather than per- 
forming an act of cognition of God himself.'” 

One more point in Philo's doctrine about the öuväpeıg of God is of 
particular interest. He argues that God makes use of his entire power 
only if he turns all his activity, which is purely spiricual, towards him- 
self. None of his creatures could possibly endure such a confrontation. 
That is why God, when dealing with his creatures, always uses his re- 
duced power.'” This doctrine of Philo's, however, was easy to under- 
stand in terms of contemporary Greek metaphysics with its combina- 
tion of Platonic and Aristotelian concepts. 

In the realm of the intelligible—where reality itself alone can be 
grasped—any being of superior standing includes, in his potential, 
several inferior ones. Consequently, such a being brings to reality a lower 
being by using only a part of its intellectual activity and a part of its 
potential. Correspondingly, the lower being is able to communicate 
only with a part of the superior one. The Supreme Being, however, rep- 
resents the whole of reality. It includes in its potential and creates or 
brings to existence by its intellectual activity all che other beings which, 
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in their turn, have a share in reality only in so far as they communicate 
with the Supreme Being. Only the latter is perfectly real in the sense 
that everything it enacts, performs, or creates is brought about through 
intellectual activity. Thus reality ultimately depends on the identity of 
thought, action, and existence in the Supreme Being. 

Philo was, in fact, familiar with this doctrine, and he made extended 
use of it in his exegesis of che Old Testament. '" Yet in his specific doc- 
trine of God dealing with his creatures by means of reduced power only, 
heargues differently. He refers exclusively to God's mercy. God, he says, 
willingly forfeits che unity of chought and action, from perfect ration- 
ality, whenever he deals with his creatures, because he is aware of their 
weakness. "" Even the Law which he gave does not primarily result from 
his omniscience, by which he can predict all the future needs of man- 
kind and their limited capacities. "' He has given the Law because of 
his sheer mercy and friendliness. ^ He simply wanted to communicate 
with His people. It is also entirely due to the mercy of God, if some 
people come nearer to Him than others. " He "goes to meet them," yet 
only to those whom He wants. "* Thus the will of God, which appears 
in His mercy, His friendliness, His turning to His people, is inexplic- 
able in terms of philosophical theology and cosmology, which try to 
interpret the perfect rationality of che universe and its Creator. Philo 
describes the will of God in great detail and, moreover, in basic accor- 
dance with the religious tradition of his people, but without the use of 
a specific and unmistakable term. Such a term did not exist in philo- 
sophical Greek of that time, yet Philo had to use this conceptual tool. 
Consequently, he spoke of the “will of nature," '” which points to che 
creed that every impulse that is in accordance with the order of being 
can necessarily be perceived and understood by the human mind. Phil- 
osophical cosmology did not have recourse to the inexplorable thoughts 
of the divine Creator. 

The same applies to Philo's anthropology and ethics. He considers, 
like most of the Greek philosophers, right accion basically as resulting 
from right knowledge, and explains sin or wrongdoing in terms of the 
well-known theory of ná0c or affection: "^ reason, which has to establish 
the agreement between moral conduct and the order of nature, succumbs 
to emotion. The human intellect, in its permanent striving for cogni- 
tion, has to make use of man's sensuality, yet without losing its leading 
function, '*’ Man also must stay aware of his dependence, in all his intel- 
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lectual activity, upon the grace of his Creator: To know one's nature 
means to be aware of one's own having been created '™ and thus being 
subject to the will of the Creator. Thus sin, being an affection by which 
man attaches himself to his material body rather than to his spiritual self, 
is against the rational order of nature—as in Greek ethical thought— 
and, at the same time, is an act of disobedience against che will of the 
Creator.” Consequently, intelligence («póvnoic), being the best condi- 
tion of the human intellect, stands for the consummation of all virtues, 
and is, at the same time, the basis of human freedom. This opinion is 
in full accordance with Socratic, Platonic, and Stoic tradition.” 

Yet, according to the Old Testament, man does not attain his moral 
knowledge by his own free intellectual activity. He is simply instructed 
by the commandment of God, whose thoughts and plans are beyond 
human understanding. Philo bridges this gap between Bible and phi- 
losophy by his theory of revelation. "' God supplements the defective 
knowledge which the "normal" human intellect can attain by revealing 
some of his plans and ends, and by conveying his supranatural intellect 
(Aóyoc) to man. The additional knowledge which man acquires through 
divine revelation is infallible, incontestable, not open to rational dis- 
pute, and applicable to all kinds of moral action. Every human being, 
regardless of his erudition, can receive it. Yet in order to be able to 
receive the supranatural intellect man has to train his normal one by 
detaching himself from his body and by imitating those who have al- 
ready attained the divine knowledge. '" In the case of prophets and saints 
God goes even further. He replaces, according to Philo, the rational 
part of their soul by His divine spirit (nveüpa).'‘ So the psychological 
mechanism, as foreseen in philosophical theory, remains unchanged. 
But now it is the divine spirit and no longer human reason that controls 
affections and emotions. Perfection in human life can be brought about 
by the supranatural gift of the divine Logos or Nous that provides the 
superior knowledge and restores man's nature as the image of God." 
Man, however, does not become divine in consequence of that gift. Philo 
does not altogether reject che Platonic formula of ópoícoic Beğ to de- 
scribe the ultimate goal of moral progress." But in the more detailed 
discussions, Philo depicts human perfection as resulting from the un- 
swaying knowledge, granted by revelation or the divine spirit, chat God 
is imperceptible to the human intellect. Yet the human intellect fully 
realizes, in the state of perfection, that God is che source of everything 


St. Paul and Philo 95 


that is good in the universe and that man can perceive.'" The awareness 


of God's imperceptibility, power, and goodness implies insight into 
man's own baseness. Moses offers the outstanding example of chat kind 
of human perfection. He, like other human beings, was never admitted 
to à direct contemplation and cognition of God. Yet since the whole of 
his life was determined by the desire to achieve such a contemplation, 
to reach what is unattainable for man, he came, with the aid of the 
divine Logos, to the complete and perfect understanding of both God's 
incomprehensibility and his own nothingness" —which transcends 
the limits of rational thought.’ The miracle of human perfection as 
described by Philo has two aspects: first of all, perfection is identical 
with knowledge that has no foundation in sense perception or other 
pieces of empirical information. Secondly, to get at that knowledge 
man has permanently to learn it with the supranatural aid of his divine 
teacher and illuminator, yet without giving up his own free intention 
or decision and, consequently, his responsibility. This is pointed out in 
Philo's exegesis of Gen. 17:22, where God is said to have terminated, 
at a certain point, his speaking to Abraham." The voluntaristic im- 
plication of this particular notion of supranatural knowledge seems ob- 
vious. Knowledge of this kind transforms man's behavior so that he is 
inclined and prepared to fulfil the orders of God, though being unable 
to grasp, by his natural or normal understanding, the author of that 
commandment, to whose power and sovereignty he feels exposed." 
There are many shortcomings in this doctrine with its strong volunta- 
ristic implications, indicated by che conception of two kinds of intellect, 
the desire for divine knowledge, the importance attributed to supra- 
natural revelation and, correspondingly, to faith and obedience to the 
will of God." Furthermore, how can one explain the repeated change 
from the better to the worse—and vice versa—in a man's moral career? 
How can a man fail again once he has been given the supranatural knowl- 
edge which cannot be invalidated by his own reasoning or by emotion? 
How can he lose such a supranatural knowledge, which must happen 
when he fails afresh? And has God, in fact, bestowed upon him that 
precious knowledge for a second, third or tenth time, if his action be- 
comes right again? Obviously, che problems involved in these questions 
cannot adequately be treated in terms of traditional Greek intellectual- 
ism, that is to say by examining the gains and losses in moral knowl- 
edge. That is why we find Philo repeatedly concerned with che problem 
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of tpom, of how man turns his intention from evil to good, from him- 
self to God ™ and vice versa" —a turning which cannot adequately be 
described in terms of intellect and emotion. 

Repentance offers a special case of such a turning." Repentance had 
never been highly valued in Greek ethics, where it was merely regarded 
as the inevitable consequence of every action which had not been initi- 
ated by a sound, rational judgement, and thus, on many occasions, as 
indispensable for moral progress." The Stoic sage is always without 
regret or repentance. ^ To Philo, however, repentance was the turning of 
human intention, which only God's mercy can bring about.'” Again, 
there is no term to denote human will or human intention as such, 
though that seems necessary to make explicit so voluntaristic a concept. 

A term denoting will is also most notably absent, though badly 
needed, in Philo's elaborate theory of conscience. ^ 

Neither in Greek philosophy nor in the Old Testament can we find 
a distinct and generally accepted notion of conscience, although phe- 
nomena which we usually explain by the concept of conscience are fre- 
quently described in many of these texts.” This is far from surprising. 
According to both traditions the human mind does not need to internal- 
ize the standards of moral conduct. They exist, objectively and invari- 
ably fixed, outside man's consciousness, either in the divine Law or in the 
order of nature; man has only to take notice of them. This opinion, 
however, turned out to be too simple once St. Paul came to take seriously 
the face that some gentiles fulfilled the will of God without knowing His 
Law. Philo, in his turn, tried to show, by mutual interpretation of Bibli- 
cal and philosophical texts, that Moses and Plato pointed to the same 
truth, regardless of all their differences in knowledge and approach. "^ 
Once you admit that somebody else is able, by his intentional actions, 
to meet your own standards without knowing them, you have to as- 
sume a guide in his soul that is not identical with his normal intel- 
ligence, but that has to be considered the ultimate and metarational 
factor in his moral decisions. 

There was, in fact, an old belief, in Greece and elsewhere, that men 
are guided through life by divine teachers and protectors. '*' Yet as early 
as the fifth century, Greek philosophers applied this idea to the part 
which reason was supposed to play in moral life. It is reason that guides 
man through the vicissitudes of life. By his own intellectual activity 
man can meet the two fundamental requirements of moral life, namely, 
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the proper choice of the individual means and ends of action and the 
moral assessment of what he has done, what he is doing and what he is 
going to do. Insight into one's own action results from intelleccual ac- 
tivity and is called conscience, conscientia, ouveiéyoic. To the Greeks, 
this knowledge which accompanies human action is attained in the very 
same way as any other kind of knowledge and is by no means due to any 
special faculty of the human soul.” That is why the Greeks never coined 
the term to denote conscience as a very special kind of knowledge. 
Philo, in his turn, frequently and approvingly refers to the philo- 
sophical conception according to which man has been given reason to 
be his divine guide throughout his lifetime." Yet, at the same time, 
he repeatedly speaks of the conscience, the examiner, the holy priest as 
dwelling in the soul quite apart from the intellectual faculties.” This 
inner voice is called, in various contexts, accuser, judge, teacher, ad- 
monisher. It cannot be silenced by rational arguments. ^ It is a gift 
given by God's mercy through which man comes to a sudden insight 
into what is right and wrong,” thus revealing what the nature of man 
should be.” It prevents the human intellect from turning to the worse. 
When it has left the soul, man is bound to do wrong on purpose, that is 
to say by the choice which he makes through his intellect. "^ For Philo, as 
can be seen from this description, conscience and its function in moral 
life do not result from the normal use of reason. Conscience owes its 
existence to God's direct interference with che life of man. That is why 
we should pray for so precious a gift. ^ It does not draw its origin from 
the normal or natural equipment of che soul. Philo speaks of conscience 
as an addition ro every soul but also mentions the possibility of its leav- 
ing the soul.'” The extent, therefore, to which conscience determines 
human action, in any given case, is not as predictable or calculable as is 
the influence of either reason or emotion. Conscience, though, has to be 
considered as che very last instance on which every moral decision ulti- 
mately depends. Thus no factor in moral life is of greater importance 
with regard to the origin of human intention. Intention, which origi- 
nates from conscience, cannot be invalidared by reason or emotion, be- 
cause it entails the response to a divine commandment. Yet a divine 
order, according to che Biblical tradition which Philo wanted to make 
explicit, can only be obeyed or disobeyed. Once Philo introduced che 
concept of conscience in order to explain this act of obedience, no pos- 
sibility was left for assessing the value of any action only with respect to 
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its moral calculabilicy. Will, incention as such, became the decisive fac- 
tor in moral life, even if there was no term to denote it. 

This concept of will inheres in Philo's doctrine of conscience as it 
does in St. Paul's teaching. But neither one came to choose a definite 
term to denote the concept. Borh of them had to rely on the vocabulary 
of contemporary Greek which had been shaped, to a large extent and 
over a long period of time, by philosophical doctrines. Philo, though 
fully aware of essential differences between the two traditions, defi- 
nitely tried to show that Plato and Moses did not contradict each other. 
His exegesis of the Bible replaced, to a large extent, Hebrew concepts 
and ways of thought by Greek ones. Sc. Paul did not make rhe attempt 
to give the interpretatio Graeca of che tradition of his people and the new 
message, He seems to have been firmly convinced that both traditions 
were in fundamental disagreement, above all in the way they provided 
standards for assessing man's religious and moral responsibility and for 
guiding his life. But both St. Paul and Philo had to use contemporary 
Greek, and this very fact prevented chem from coining the unmistakable 
term to denote the concept of will co which both of them were led in their 
speculation, regardless of the difference of approach in their quest. 


V 
Philosophy and Religion 
in Late Antiquity 


A CRUCIAL PROBLEM was transmitted to the early 
Christians together with the Biblical tradition, once they began to feel 
the need for theological explanation of their faith: ' how is one to recon- 
cile the belief in the goodness of the Creator who governs everything 
according to his omniscience and omnipotence, with the consciousness 
of sin and distress, with the existence of both moral and physical evil? 
Jewish as well as Christian faith collapses without either divine pre- 
destination or human responsibility, and both are stressed with chang- 
ing emphasis in all extant texts. As can be seen from many religions in 
the history of mankind, the belief in divine or natural predestination, 
especially the consciousness of being divinely and inevitably elect, is far 
from paralysing human initiative, which rests on the feeling of being 
free to act in various ways. The äpyög Aöyog (the indolent argument) 
which was directed against Chrysippus’ doctrine of fate curned out to 
be a very weak argument (Cic. de fat. 31)." In religious and moral life 
confidence in the all-embracing rule of God or Nature and a feeling of 
one's own responsibility are likely to reinforce rather than contradict 
each other. This applies particularly to che Biblical tradition, where 
this confidence is defined as obedience to the unfathomable plans and 
orders of God. St. Paul's doctrine of grace and predestination, as 
pointed out in Rom. 9— 11,' and many of his sayings about the will of 
man being produced by his Creator, were not meant to contradict the 
presupposition that man is free and responsible in his moral conduct. 
St. Paul's theory of grace and predestination was properly evaluated 
only from the fourth century onwards. Yet the belief that both divine 
predetermination and human responsibility have to be accepted is com- 
mon ground in the writings of the apostolic period. 
Theology, however, had to offer rational interpretation of Christian 
faith in a civilization dyed with philosophy, and to solve the contradic- 
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tion described above. This was done, for the first time and very elabo- 
rately, in the Gnostic systems of the second century. 

Regardless of considerable differences amongst themselves, the vari- 
ous schools and sects of che Gnostic movement" basically agreed in 
their answer to the question raised above. The world that we experience 
by our senses as imperfect and changing came to existence only by the 
regrettable intermingling of some beings or particles of the really exist- 
ing realm of Light or Spirit with shapeless and inert matter. That is 
why such particles now are imprisoned in some human souls and bod- 
ies, but all individuals who have been endowed with chat precious gift 
have completely forgotten their true self. Yet the Supreme Being, be- 
cause of his boundless goodness, has sent a messenger from his realm 
who conveys to all those who belong to him the knowledge of their 
origin. So they become able to return to their home, to be saved and 
reunited with their Father. 

Thus the fall and salvation of the individual soul are strictly deter- 
mined in a cosmic process of which the decisive events have already 
taken place in the immaterial world of Light. For the individual, salva- 
tion is performed through an act or a series of acts of cognition. Cogni- 
tion disentangles man from evil and from the necessities of che marerial 
world, and restores the freedom of an entirely spiritual existence.’ 
Whether or not a given human being can be saved entirely depends on 
his previous possession of the pneumatic particle. Men without that en- 
dowment are incapable of receiving the salutary message. 

The cosmology and anthropology which underlie such a concept of 
man's salvation have to stress two factors: the free, creative, animating 
activity of the spirit both in God and man, and the irrational, destruc- 
tive impulse originating from the fatal mixture of spirit and matter to 
which our present world owes its existence. The first cannot be dis- 
played by man or any other being on earth in his empirical condition, 
where he has lost his freedom. Thus his salvation must have been 
planned and brought about solely by the Supreme Being, and his own 
decision to accept the message has been conditioned by his nature.“ 

Gnostic doctrine usually depicts che unfolding of the universe and 
the implied fall and return of man in an endless chain of mythical char- 
acters and events. So the will and intention of the Supreme Being to 
create or produce is spoken of in various Gnostic systems and with ref- 
erence to various levels of reality as a separate hypostasis called 0éAnoic 
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or BoóÀncic.' Will, however, is usually described as the explicit result 
of an act of cognition," and nowhere do we find that it can be thought 
of separately from that preceding act. Matter or sensuality, on the other 
hand, can produce their harmful impulses only because of che absence 
of knowledge. That is why sin or fall or guilt is always spoken of in 
terms of ignorance, error, forgetfulness. No human being, no cosmic 
power is thought to do wrong on purpose because of his ill will, though 
knowing the better. Irrational impulses chat lead to evil not only pre- 
suppose the absence of knowledge, they additionally blind the intellect.’ 

There are only a few neuralgic points in the Gnostic image of world 
and man and fate; though everything seems so well ordered and pre- 
determined, man's salvation can indeed be expected, but only from the 
knowledge of a divinely revealed truth. Some decisive steps in the cos- 
mic drama, however, cannot possibly be understood as inadequate or 
poor performances of the intellect. 

When one of the first spiritual beings left its proper area for the first 
time to be mixed, in some way or other, with matter, it did so because 
of its imprudence, its preparedness to take a risk or its desire to act 
independently of the Supreme Being." This initiating cosmic event is 
clearly depicted as an act of pure volition rather than will caused by 
inappropriate cognition. It was only in consequence of this act thar the 
being in question became forgetful, ignorant, involved in matter, and 
the primary cause of evil. On the other hand, the decision of the Su- 
preme Being to send his messenger and to save the enslaved members 
of his kingdom does not result from a special act of cognition: it stems 
from His boundless goodness and sovereignty '' and could be spoken of 
easily in terms of pure volition. Finally, those men who are bound to be 
saved because of their pneumatic nature are described as being eager to 
be taught and to acquire che salutary knowledge, though they are still 
in the state of ignorance." Again, their longing, which is neither the 
result of an act of cognition nor an irrational affective impulse, can 
be understood only as a phenomenon of sheer volition apart from 
knowledge. 

None of these three conceptions contradicts the strict determination 
which rules the universe and the destiny of man. They do, in fact, im- 
pair the idea, never abandoned in any branch of Gnostic doctrine, that 
fall and salvation are caused exclusively through error and knowledge. ”° 
Yet the imprudence of the first divine being in becoming tainted by 
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matter, and the grace of the Supreme Being which initiated man's sal- 
vation, are distant events. They are separated from man's individual 
destiny by many providential acts and events which form the content of 
the salutary knowledge and which can be grasped in their logical conse- 
quence. The longing for salvation, however, which testifies to the qual- 
ity of those who will be saved can be fulfilled, very much like the Pla- 
tonic Eros, by means of cognition only. It shows, nevertheless, the lim- 
its of che entirely intellectualistic approach as proposed by the Gnostics. 

In the Biblical view the election of those who are going to be saved 
or become the people of God has been made by an initial act of divine 
will which appeared in an historical event. The same will, inexplicable 
and unfathomable as it might be, continuously interferes with the life 
of man by acts and orders and promises. Both elect and non-elect have 
to cope with the unpredictable manifestations and the unrestricted sov- 
ereignty of the divine will throughout the history of mankind. The 
Gnostics transposed the interaction of God and man from history with 
all its vicissitudes into the unchanging order of being which they could 
find only in the realm of pure spirituality. This inevitably led them to a 
strictly deterministic and intellectualistic approach to the question of 
fall and salvation. The free decision of man, though never completely 
disregarded in Gnostic thought, especially in the moral admonition of 
the saved to preserve their privilege by constant moral efforts, could 
not possibly become the decisive topic in Gnostic soteriology. 

Philosophy in the Hellenistic and Roman periods was regarded as 
the ars vitae leading to evSaipovia, The latter concept traditionally 
meant the happy life in agreement with nature. Some schools, how- 
ever, included mans salvation (owtnpia) even beyond the limits of time 
and space, a view which was regarded as increasingly important from 
the first century B.C. onwards." 

The relation between freedom of choice and the predetermined order 
of nature was extensively discussed in all branches of philosophy: the 
former seemed to be the basis of any moral judgement, the latter had to 
be acknowledged because nature was supposed to provide a rational 
order of being. Only the Epicureans simply denied such an order and 
attributed everything to chance. Consequently, no natural or divine 
predestination could possibly interfere with man's free decision to act. 

Various theories to explain the relation between che two factors were 
current in the first centuries of our era. The Stoics still held the doc- 


Philosophy and Religion in Late Antiquity 103 


trine that nature links everything, including the minor actions of men, 
into a coherent chain of causation. Everything is prearranged and pre- 
determined by Fate (Heimarmene) according to a perfectly rational 
order." 

Human freedom has but two aspects in the Stoic view. Firstly, man 
has been endowed with the same reason that governs the universe and 
is, therefore, able to ascertain che salutary and perfect order of nature. 
This leads him to identify unchangeable Heimarmene and benevolent 
Providence. That is why the wise man will choose freely, consciously, 
and willingly, what Heimarmene orders or even forces him to do, for he 
knows that this is at the same time necessary, salutary for himself and 
the universe, and perfectly rational. Volentem fata ducunt, nolentem tra- 
bunt, as Seneca puts it. ^ "Fate leads the willing, and drags the unwill- 
ing." To meet the objection that this doctrine destroyed rather than 
established human freedom, Chrysippus conceived the theory of the 
two modes of causation: " every action in human life is initiated by a 
cause outside the acting individual and controlled solely by Fate. This 
primary cause (aitia npokatäpxouoa), however, does not suffice to bring 
about the action in a particular way that can be valued according to 
moral standards. This entirely depends on the condition of the acting 
individual which thus becomes a cause for action in its own right (aitía 
auroteAng). A cylinder has to be pushed to start rolling downhill. But 
only because of its shape is it able to perform this particular kind of 
motion all the way down. Similarly the moral condition of the acting 
individual is the secondary, but more important cause of action. The 
nature and condition of the acting individual, in its turn, has been 
caused by Heimarmene, very much like the initiating cause of the 
action. 

The Stoic concept of all-embracing Fate corresponds to a monist and 
materialist interpretation of reality. According to the Platonic tradition 
there are several layers of reality. Consequently, Platonic Heimarmene 
operates differently at the various levels of being. The most elaborate 
doctrine on this topic is to be found in pseudo-Plutarch's treatise on 
fate," where a distinction is made between npótr mnpóvoia (first prov- 
idence) for the uppermost level of reality without the impact of matter, 
cosmic rtpóvoia as executed and indicated by the stars," and npopyGeia 
in human life supervised by lower divine beings. Ar the uppermost 
level of reality no conceivable conflict between freedom of choice and 
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rational determination can happen, since pure reason with its perfect 
rational order always chooses what is good and perfectly ordered. The 
gift of choice owned by all rational beings can be used for the better or 
the worse only in the realm where spirit and matter intermingle. This 
applies to man. Being endowed wich reason he is always able to choose 
freely, unlike animals who are guided by their senses and instincts, and 
gods that are incapable of choosing the worse. But the consequences of 
his choice are predetermined and inevitable as to whether he has chosen 
in the right or wrong way." The wrong decision may be due to irra- 
tional affections and emotions to which he is exposed in his physical 
existence, or simply to error and ignorance. Thus Fate not only oper- 
ates with varying degrees of strictness; it also offers a twofold aspect of 
man in his present condition, since it enslaves him in consequence of 
his own sin or mistake and frees him once he has made the proper 
choice. 

Different again is the Peripatetic view of the problem. Aristotle had 
classified very carefully and under various headings the various types of 
causes, the difference between what is caused by nature and what by 
human activities, the essential and the circumstantial ingredients of 
any act or event, and the different types of motivation in human life. 
The opinion on free choice and natural predetermination current in his 
school during the imperial period has been concisely expounded in the 
first six chapters of the treatise On Fate, which Alexander of Aphrodisias 
directed against the Stoic doctrine of Heimarmene in around A.D. 
200.*' 

Alexander speaks of three independent factors chat contribute to 
causation. Many things happen according to the order of nature, and 
since everything that happens in this way is strictly regulated and open 
to rational understanding, even to the degree of being predictable, we 
may well speak of Heimarmene in this context.” Yet not everything 
that happens by nature also happens necessarily. Both the deliberate 
decision of man and mere chance can divert the course of events, so that 
something which is going to happen xatà qóoiv (according to nature) 
comes out as an act napa qo1v (contrary to nature). Nature made Soc- 
rates a man of strong sensuality. But since he deliberately acted all his 
life according to strict moral standards, he became a paragon of self- 
restraint. The same relation also subsists between chance and deliberate 
decision: a farmer starts digging his garden and finds a treasure. 
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Chance has substituted, in this case, for the deliberately chosen aim a 
different one, thus converting an action initiated Kata véxvnv Kai npo- 
aipeoıv (according to technical or moral purposes) into one and wuxng 
xai avtopatou (by chance and without external agency). The three de- 
termining factors can reinforce or counteract each other, and two of 
them, namely chance and nature, drastically restrict the area within 
which human action takes place, and deeply influence or even overturn 
its outcome." Yet they do not impair man's freedom to plan and decide 
reasonably and, consequently, his moral responsibility, which he satis- 
fies only in his intentions. Man is even free to create his own moral 
character by reasoning and deciding, through all his lifetime, accord- 
ing to moral standards. 

These theories, different as chey may be, all agree in two essential 
details. They all provide a framework of predetermination for human 
activities which is set, in varying degrees of stringency, by the order of 
nature. This opinion results from the common creed of Greek philoso- 
phy that nature is strictly ordered by reason and does not admit excep- 
tions to its rules, These are open to the intellectual understanding of 
rational beings such as gods and men. On the other hand, they all in- 
sist on freedom of choice as the very basis of human morality. Because 
of cheir deep-rooted "naturalism," man's freedom is taken as the conse- 
quence of his being endowed with reason rather than as a gift to be 
separated from the cognitive faculties, through which man can bring 
about the congruity of his own consciousness with the order of being. 
Thus the obvious fact that people sometimes do choose the worse needs 
a special explanation, since reason is to be taken as the unique cause of 
order and goodness in man as well as in the universe. The explanation 
is given in various ways: weakness of che intellect, involvement in mat- 
ter, irrational impulses originating from the body or the lower strata of 
the soul, difficulties in handling a situation which is caused by chance, 
lack of discipline, self-indulgence, and the like. All these obstacles, 
which prevent che intellect from making ics right choice, can be over- 
come by intellectual efforts and systematic exercise. There is no need 
for a good will which would operate independently of the intellect. Ex- 
ercise can restrict the fallibility of the human intellect and form the 
habit of choosing rightly.** But it can replace neither the act of cogni- 
tion in each individual case nor the knowledge of what is good and evil. 

Thus the solution philosophy gave to the problem was derived from 
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a concept of restricted predetermination which allowed an important 
area to human freedom, as well as from a strict intellectualism. Neither 
the philosophic nor the Gnostic approach led to a distinct notion of 
human will. But again, some neuralgic points are easy to discover. 
They come out most clearly where the soteriological function of phi- 
losophy becomes predominant. 

If a philosophy claims to bring about the definitive salvation of man's 
proper self beyond the limits of space, time, and empirical life by 
means of positive doctrines, it has to offer basic assumptions or insights 
that are not open to doubt or discussion. Only where philosophy is sup- 
posed to provide merely the way to salvation rather than its attainment 
can even its basic assumptions become the subject of sceptical inves- 
tigation. These two opinions of what philosophy really is about are dis- 
tinctly expounded in a discussion between Apollonius of Tyana and the 
old-fashioned, scholarly-minded Stoic Euphrates which Philostratus 
has inserted into the biography of his hero.” 

Official Platonism throughout the imperial period always insisted on 
a scholarly attitude towards the means and ends of philosophy. But Pla- 
tonic tradition contained many specific details that were particularly 
well suited to becoming the basis of religious doctrine rather than theo- 
ries for philosophical investigation. These include the complete sepa- 
rateness of the Supreme Being énéxe1va tig ovoiac (outside the realm of 
being), the dualism of spirit and matter with all its ontological and 
anthropological implications, the belief that everything has been defin- 
itively said in Plato's writings, which have to be properly understood 
and expounded rather than discussed and questioned. Thus at the 
fringes of scholarly Platonism, but sometimes even within its official 
tradition, we discover coherent doctrines, composed from philosophic, 
predominantly but not exclusively Platonic, elements and proclaimed 
as the divinely revealed truth about God and man. The so-called Chal- 
dean Oracles written in the second half of the second century represent 
this type of text. Their fragments have much in common with those of 
Numenius of Apamea, who was a Platonist with strong Pythagorean 
sympathies at about the same time.‘ His example is designed to show 
that the tendency to transform philosophy into religion, which did nor 
pass unnoticed at the time, was by no means restricted to authors out- 
side the philosophical tradition proper." 

In this area the neuralgic points mentioned above came out most 
clearly: if, then, the Supreme Being is beyond the grasp of the human 
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intellect, separate from everything that comes into being and passes 
away, and yet the ultimate cause of existence, life, consciousness, and 
order in everything, the first and decisive step in che unfolding of che 
universe must be due to an act of sheer volition rather than cognition 
on the part of the Supreme Being. There is no reason open to intellec- 
cual understanding for this initial act of the Supreme Being. The Chal- 
dean Oracles describe this condition by means of a trinitarian doc- 
trine:^^ the Father, that is to say pure, immovable, noetic existence, 
produces Dynamis, that is to say random motion, life, will. Together, 
because they can be taken as the male and female principle," they be- 
come the origin of the Second Nous which gives limit, aim, and con- 
sciousness to the undefined motion, thus being the creator of the or- 
dered universe. We need not go into further details " of that cosmology, 
for we have already seen that will has become, in the context of such a 
doctrine, an ontological entity in its own right instead of a byproduct 
of cognition. The inexplicability of che First Cause of the rational order 
of being led to this concept. 

Doctrines like that of the Chaldean Oracles have to be accepted be- 
fore the convert can try to understand them by his own intellectual 
efforts. The first step on the road towards knowledge and salvation 
comes from an act of volition that does not result from any kind of cog- 
nition.” But speculation did not concentrate on the problem of human 
will with the same inrensity as on its cosmological aspect. Communi- 
cation with the divine and, consequently, perfection in human life 
are brought about exclusively chrough intellectual activity, through 
knowledge: this was common ground for philosophers, Gnostics, Her- 
metics, and “Chaldeans” alike. 

The intellectualistic approach also prevails in the Chaldean doctrine 
on Fate and Free Choice as can be seen in fragment 215. The solution 
given to the problem is predominantly deterministic. There is no in- 
dication that the conception of, or term for, will occurred in this chap- 
ter of Chaldean teaching, despite the fact that it had an important place 


in Chaldean ontology. Moral theory in the Greek world was reluctant 
to accept such a conception. 


ka 


The refutation of Gnostic determinism became one of the most im- 
portant tasks of Christian theology in the second and third centuries. " 
Most of the arguments by which man's free decision was corroborated 
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were taken from philosophical doctrines. So, for example, boch Justin 
and Irenaeus derive the faculty of free choice from man's endowment 
with reason, that is to say from his intellectual forces. Reason, how- 
ever, is che basis of his being or becoming the image of God in both the 
philosophic and the Christian view." Clement of Alexandria, too, fol- 
lows the philosophical tradition in attributing free decision on which 
moral responsibility rests to man's intellectual perception and judge- 
ment (npoaípeoic) which leads to the view chat human action is the 
consequence of cognition.” 

Many attempts were made to harmonize human freedom with divine 
predestination, for both concepts were indispensable to Christian 
orthodoxy. Two of them deserve a closer examination. 

About A.D. 200 Bar Daisan of Edessa conceived his doctrine on fate 
which has been preserved in the Dialogue on the Laws of Countries, writ- 
ten in Syriac.” 

The nature of man, created by God, determines his physical exis- 
tence with regard to his being born, getting old, and the like. But it 
also includes his faculty of free decision, which is attached to his crue 
self. Only men and angels have been given full freedom of choice, the 
other beings of creation only to a lesser extent. Hence everyone will be 
judged by the Creator at the end of the world, but only for actions 
caused by free decision. Nature as created by God is entirely good. So 
man feels content if he has made his choice for the better, that is to say 
according to nature and the intention of the Creator. The will of God is 
easy to ascertain: the so-called Golden Rule covers all orders and com- 
mandments. There is no need for special knowledge or revelation. 
God’s commandments for a life according to nature can be equally 
fulfilled by the poor and the rich, the weak and the strong, the wise 
and the unwise, since one needs neither wisdom nor health to be char- 
itable or sincere; this depends entirely on one's free decision. And it is 
only in this respect that man will be subject to the final judgement of 
God. Undoubtedly, man's life is deeply influenced by factors outside his 
power such as good health and illness, poverty and wealth, All this is 
distributed by Fate, which Bar Daisän understands in terms of astrol- 
ogy. The stars, having been created as an instrument of divine rule, 
have become a factor in disturbing the perfect order of nature, in so far 
as they use their freedom against the will of God. Man is exposed to 
their influence because of his having a soul and a body attached to his 


Philosophy and Religion in Late Antiquity 109 


pneumatic self. But this does not impair his ability to make his moral 
decisions in accordance with nature and the commandments of God. So 
both moral evil and salvation depend entirely on man's free decision. 

Bar Daisän opposed the Stoic, Gnostic, and astrological concept of a 
comprehensive Fate, as well as the Epicurean concept of chance.” He 
also avoided Platonic doctrines such as chat of che several levels of de- 
termination, and the opinion chat man's decision is always free, though 
its consequences are determined by fate. Bar Daisan conceived his the- 
ory after the model of Peripatetic doctrine, which introduced three in- 
dependent factors, namely nature, chance, and human decision,” 
which interact at che same level, nature being superior only insofar as it 
has set the frame of possibility. The influence of the stars was chought 
of by the Peripatetics as a less important part of natural determination. 
Bar Daisän, in his turn, replaced chance in the Peripatetic system by 
the stars. Thus the astral powers became, at the same time, more im- 
portant as an independent factor and less valuable as being separated 
from the entirely good order of nature or creation," which Bar Daisän 
stressed against his Gnostic, above all Marcionite, adversaries.” 

His doctrine does not seem specifically Christian, since neither che 
grace of God nor Christ's death and resurrection are of any importance 
for the salvation of man. Yet Bar Daisän regarded himself as a Chris- 
tian, and there are, in fact, some elements of his doctrine that point in 
that direction. First of all, Bar Daisän restricts his modified Peripatetic 
system of threefold causation to the present age of the world with all its 
imperfection. It is only due to the grace of God, who can directly inter- 
fere with everything on earth, that man has been given, in the period of 
time before doomsday, the freedom to choose the means and ends of his 
actions. 

So, unlike che philosophers, Bar Daisan tries to explain a prelimi- 
nary rather than a lasting and unchangeable order of the world. 

Secondly, Bar Daisan does not share the philosophical creed that 
moral perfection comes from or rather is idencical wich perfect knowl- 
edge. God's commandments can be perceived and obeyed by everyone 
who has been given the faculty of free decision. There is no need for 
special knowledge to become virtuous, since human nature agrees with 
the will of God and can tell whether someone has chosen the right way. 
Here we find, for the first time, that Biblical voluntarism has been for- 
mulated, however imperfectly, in terms of philosophical anthropology. 
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Unlike Philo, Justin, Irenaeus," and many others, our author no 


longer describes, in the footsteps of Greek philosophy, man's freedom 
and responsibility as resulting exclusively from his cognitive potential. 

Clement of Alexandria offers an interesting parallel. In his Protrep- 
ticus (12. 118.4), he discusses the fact that simple Christians often sur- 
pass educated ones in their moral conduct." Clement describes their 
firmness to decide for che better by the term ouyxkaráÜecic, which he 
sometimes also uses to denote the Christian faith." Apparently Clem- 
ent wants to contrast superior knowledge to firmness of moral purpose, 
of which the latter seems to be more valuable in Christian life, chough 
the perfect Christian is always the "wise" or "gnostic" in his view. The 
term ouykatáOecic has been taken from the Stoic theory of cognition 
and action." An idea formed in the mind mostly implies a possible goal 
of action, but has to be given assent (ouykatäßeonc) by the intellect in 
order to create the drive (öppn) towards action. Clement has transposed 
the term from the entirely intellectualistic " conception which the 
Stoics had of human action into a context where the sheer, but volun- 
rary, decision for the better is rated higher than superior knowledge of 
the means and ends of action.” 

A different picture of the relation between human freedom and di- 
vine rule was given by Origen," some decades after Bar Daisän and 
probably quite independently. Origen is concerned with the story of 
the Pharaoh (Exod. 4:21ff), whose heart was hardened by God's direct 
intervention. So he disobeyed the divine orders and was severely pun- 
ished together with the people of Egypt. Origen flatly denies that 
God's intervention could be taken as the reason for Pharaoh's sin and 
the subsequent evil. The boundless and unsurpassed goodness of God 
does not admit such an interpretation of the Biblical account. Origen 
offers two alternative explanations instead. 

God hardens the hearts, as is repeatedly stated in che Bible, only of 
those whom he knows already to have an evil intention either habitu- 
ally or occasionally. So che hardening only brings to light an already 
existing vice or, in other words, the hardening is che initiating and ex- 
ternal cause of the evil in question, the nature or condition of man 
being the real and efficient cause (aitia adroteAng). This is, as we have 
seen, the Stoic doctrine applied to the Biblical text in order to show 
that in spite of divine intervention human responsibility remains 
undiminished. 
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The second explanation has a similar tendency. God hardens che 
heart of the trespasser in order to involve him deeper in sin and guilt, 
because only by feeling the whole burden of sin can man become capa- 
ble of self-cognition and lasting repentance. God acts like the physician 
who reinforces the power of illness in order to bring about the salutary 
crisis in the process of healing. 

Both explanations are drawn from Stoic pailosophy, which dis- 
tinguishes between initial and essential causes (see above, p. 103) and 
explains the existence of evil as a means of providential education of 
man." Another argument which Origen uses in these chapters is taken 
from Platonic sources. Since the human soul is preexistent and immor- 
tal, punishment and reward, education and purification, cannot be re- 
alized within che period of just one of its incarnations. Thus evil which 
unexpectedly befalls a man may have been caused by his sins in a pre- 
vious physical existence. 

On the basis of these Platonic ideas Origen is even able to cope with 
St. Paul's doctrine of predestination as expounded in Rom. 9—11. The 
"vessels of wrath fitted for destruction" may either be turned into "ves- 
sels of mercy" because of their own endeavor, as Origen interprets 2 
Tim. 2:20f, or be punished because of their sins in a previous life, 

Finally, Origen has to deal with St. Paul's general statements about 
human intention and performance being brought about by God's inter- 
vention." He points out that St. Paul only wants to give prudential 
and parenetic precepts. No one can reasonably deny that a steersman, 
who has guided his vessel through a storm with all his skill and cour- 
age, acted freely and responsibly, Yet the aid of God was of far greater 
importance for all those who got home safely. By attributing even our 
intention to God's activity che Apostle merely wants to dissuade us 
from becoming proud of our moral standing. He wants us to be hum- 
ble and trusting in God's help— without diminishing our freedom and 
responsibility.” 

Origen's reasoning on this particular problem completely agrees 
with the philosophical tradition. He insists on the rational character of 
God's rule, even with regard to che enigmatic hardening of the heart,” 
and, consequently, on the full congruity between intellectual and moral 
perfection in human life. According to him, the will of man proceeds 
from his reason without becoming separated from it (prince, 1.2.6). Nei- 
ther obedience and disobedience on the side of man nor the phenome- 
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non of Pharaoh's divinely hardened heart is explained in terms of will as 
independent from knowledge and error. Man's free decision can be led 
astray or impaired by error, sensuality, or evil demons, that is to say by 
all kinds of influences originating from inert matter. Agreement be- 
tween human conduct and the divine order of being can only be estab- 
lished, in the view of both Plato and Origen, through intellectual ac- 
tivity. There is no will to be taken as an independent faculty on either 
side to which human freedom refers. Perfect freedom depends on and 
is, in fact, identical with unhindered intellectual activity. "' 

The picture does not look too different in the numerous passages 
where Irenaeus defends human freedom against Gnostic determinism.” 
For him as for Clement, Origen, or Justin, the freedom of man, his 
having been made after the likeness of the Creator, can only be found in 
the gift of reason." Faith is described as the free assent given to God's 
commandment.” Because of his being created man is able to attain life 
and perfection only through voluntary and unrestricted obedience to 
his Creator. This, however, depends, as does every proper use of one's 
freedom, on the cognition of truth. Intention of moral or religious 
value is based on rational cognition (voüc ópexuxóc, ópe£ic voruxi)." 
It is only with regard to the intention of God that Irenaeus discards the 
tradicional belief that cognition always precedes intention. God is al- 
mighty, omniscient, and nor subject to affections that impair His en- 
tirely spiritual activity.” Thus He enjoys, in contrast to the condition 
of man, boundless freedom and sovereignty, and that is why His inten- 
tion is, at the same time, cognition and action.” This can be seen from 
the creatio ex nibilo" and the resurrection of Christ.” Predestination in 
nature and history as imposed by God is to be considered as the law He 
gave to His creation rather than the rule of necessity to restrict Himself 
or the freedom of man.” 

It seems fair to say that Christian cheology succeeded, in the course 
of the second and third centuries, in defending the Biblical conception 
of man's responsibility against Gnostic determinism without abandon- 
ing the belief in God's omniscience and omnipotence. Yet che terms 
and concepts used in this controversy had to be taken without excep- 
tion from various philosophical doctrines, all of which had come to 
agree on one essential point: it is only through intellectual activity chat 
man can harmonize his own conduct with the order of nature. The Bib- 
lical idea of man being exposed to the inexplicable commandments and 
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promises of God and supposed to respond by his obedience could not 
possibly be made explicit in terms of philosophical anthropology with- 
out drastic changes in its system of reference. That is why we can dis- 
cover only weak attempts to introduce the distinct notion of will in the 
Christian texts mentioned above." The will of God, however, was to 
become one of the main topics of theological investigation during the 
fourth century. The problems involved were solved with the aid of some 
new ontological concepts of the Platonic school. 

Plotinus, though far from wanting to be an innovator in the Platonic 
tradition, nevertheless designed a completely new model of the upper- 
most layer of reality whence everything draws existence, life, and struc- 
ture.’ The unmoved One ( Ev) embraces everything, even the two en- 
cities presupposed in any kind of intellectual activity, that is to say the 
perceiving and the perceived." From its inexhaustible wealth and with- 
out being diminished in any way, the One produces, in an eternally 
continuing act of creation or emanation, the Intellect (Noüg), thus in- 
augurating activity, cognition, and the division of perceiving and per- 
ceived. The Intellect, in its turn, produces the Soul (Yuxrj) by which 
the mere potential of unstructured and, consequently, non-existent 
matter becomes open to the various degrees of structure, life, and con- 
sciousness. Thus the progression of the Spirit char originates from che 
One permanently creates, shapes, and animates the universe.“ 

Yet this ontic process does not develop in only one direction, that is 
to say from the top to the bottom. Every individual being, regardless of 
its standing in the universal hierarchy, is connected, however indi- 
rectly, with the One and strives, therefore, to leave che area of change 
and imperfection, to return to its origin, and to share the unchangeable 
perfection of the One. Thus the infinite progression (rpóoBoc) is always 
being counterbalanced by the return (&motpopn) of everything. 

Evil, both physical and moral, is not to be ascribed to an indepen- 
dent cosmic power. It is a byproduct rather of the unfolding reality: 
every individual being originates from the intellectual activity of a 
higher one and is, therefore, less real than its antecedent. The degree of 
structure, life, and consciousness of every individual being is inversely 
proportional to its distance from the One, the source of all beings. Cor- 
respondingly, evil as the absence of structure, life, and consciousness is 
identical with non-being. That is why the creative npóo6oc, to which 
the universe owes its existence, implies at che same time the permanent 
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turning towards non-being instead of being, multiplicity instead of 
unity, which innumerable beings constantly perform. In doing so, they 
make use of their freedom (é£ovoía) to exist and to act independently 
(&' &auvóv eivai), instead of reuniting themselves with the One. This 
concept, which has far-reaching consequences in the theory of ethics, is 
called xóApa by Plotinus, a term already used in Gnosticism and earlier 
Platonism (see above p. 22) and has important voluntaristic implica- 
tions. Yet Plotinus took great pains to prove,“ especially in his anti- 
Gnostic polemics,“ that the descent of the spirit into matter is not only 
the cause of evil, but primarily the origin of che ordered, animated, 
and beautiful universe. 

Plotinus' model of reality seems dominated by a vertical structure: 
reality was explained in terms of descent and ascent, and later Neo- 
platonists followed this line by adding one or the other hypostasis 
above the One." However, Porphyry, Plotinus' most eminent pupil, 
supplemented his master's doctrine by the concept of what one may call 
the horizontal unfolding of reality.“ 

By means of an extensive interpretation of the trinitarian theology of 
the Chaldean Oracles (see above p. 107), Porphyry put forward his own 
ontology. Unchangeable and pure Existence ("Ynap£ıc) causes, because 
of its own perfection, boundless and permanent Life, Power, or Will 
(Zon), of which the infinite motion has to be limited, structured, and 
brought ro consciousness by che reflecting Intellect (Noüg). The Intel- 
lect, therefore, is Demiurge or Creator and the immediate cause of the 
structured and animated universe. In every individual being all three 
modes are present, though one of chem always predominates, They are 
connected, all chree, in cerms of causation rather than time, and each of 
them, because of their togetherness, represents the whole of reality. 
What man experiences as reality through his intellect is constantly 
being brought about by their interaction, both in the universe and in 
the human mind. 

According to the conceptions of both Plotinus and Porphyry, perfect 
reality is to be found in the Intelligible, far from the disturbing influ- 
ences of che sensible world, and open only to intellectual understand- 
ing. Both doctrines account for the rational order, goodness, and per- 
ceptibility of the existing universe, in which inert matter is constantly 
being shaped and animated by the spirit. Both provide the basis of a 
theory of ethics, according to which progressive cognition of che order 
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of being leads, at the same time, to moral perfection, since the human 
intellect, by its cognitive performance, disentangles itself from the 
bounds of matter and, consequently, of moral imperfection." The state 
of perfection, both ontologically and morally, can be understood as per- 
fect union of the individual being and the ultimate source of being. It 
is to be brought about by a chain of intellectual acts.” 

Up to this point everything in Plotinus' and Porphyry's doctrine 
seems to agree wich traditional Greek, especially Platonic, intellectual- 
ism, the notion of will being quite superfluous in such a context. " 
There are, however, some details which, from an intellectualistic point 
of view, seem to be unduly stressed.” 

On the side of Plotinus," the permanent overflow from the One 
down through all the subordinate hypostases into the minutest details 
of the empirical world cannot be explained in terms of subtraction and 
addition. Though realized in a chain of intellectual acts, it is set in 
motion by an inexplicable longing to be creative, which pervades the 
whole of reality but is concentrated in, and proceeds from, the One. 
Accordingly, the return of every individual being to the perfect and all- 
embracing One is again realized in a chain of cognitive acts. Yet the 
individual act neither precedes nor follows, but is rather identical wich 
the &motpopn (return), since every being has been conditioned for this 
return. The metaphysical will of unfolding and returning which deter- 
mines the existence of the spiritual and empirical world is thought of as 
prior to and independent of its rational and, consequently, perceptible 
structure. Finally, the negative aspect of the unfolding of reality, 
namely the insolence (töApa) of the individual being that turns away 
from its origin and tries to become independent, can only be described 
in terms of volition, though the act of turning is undoubtedly realized 
as a poor intellectual performance of the being in question. 

Porphyry even made will a separate mode of being: reality as experi- 
enced by the human mind includes the elements of existence, motion 
or change, and structure or limit. None of these can be perceived eicher 
individually or in combination with only one of che two others. Reality 
presupposes something like will as a metaphysical factor. Accordingly, 
Porphyry's ethical theory, especially his doctrine of moral progress, has 
some important voluntaristic details.” 

The metaphysics of both Plotinus and Porphyry had new and, ac- 
cording to traditional Greek standards, unusual voluntaristic implica- 
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tions. ^ But from this innovation neither of them drew radical conse- 
quences with regard to their ethical doctrines." Both of them insisted 
on freedom of choice in human life against all deterministic doctrines. 
However, they derived this gift, which enables man to become similar 
to God, from his being endowed with intellect, rather than introduc- 
ing the anthropological category of will co make explicit the concept of 
freedom.” 

Yet both Plotinus and Porphyry were extensively referred to by the 
Fathers of the fourth century, who were obliged to form a clear concep- 
tion of the will of God in consequence of the Christological controver- 
sies then current. 

Origen had taught, apparently without many afterthoughts, that che 
Son proceeded from the will of the Father.” This formulation was de- 
signed only to explain that God saved mankind quite voluntarily be- 
cause of his mercy rather than because of any kind of prederermina- 
tion." But it became unacceptable, from the orthodox point of view, 
since the will of the Father had always been considered mainly as the 
cause of creation, the Son thus being created and separated from the 
Father, like any other creature, by the hypostasis of the divine will— 
which indeed was the opinion of Arius who stressed the subordination 
of the Son more than the orthodox tradition could admit. Athanasius, 
instead, identified the Son with the will of the Father." This agreed 
with che creed that Christ was not created but came from his Father's 
substance (ovoia) and also with widespread and old speculations about 
God's own Sophia or Logos having been the mediator in the work of 
creation. As the will of His Father, Christ was not subordinate as was 
the second hypostasis in relation to the One in the system of Plotinus. 

Yet a new difficulty arose from Athanasius’ definition. It was common 
ground in Platonic and Peripatetic philosophy that the result of a free 
choice (mpoafpeoic), which always implies the possibility of the op- 
posite, is, from the ontological point of view, inferior in dignity to 
what is necessitated by the order of being." Plotinus, however, had 
used the term npoaipeoic, in contrast to the Aristotelian and Platonic 
tradition of his time, only to denote the free, conscious, and habitual 
choice of the better.“ This of course the Platonists had always valued 
more highly than anything inevitably caused by nature. On the basis 
of the Plotinian notion of mpoaipeoic Gregory of Nazianzus opposed 
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Athanasius’ formulation that God had generated the Son by necessity 
and not voluntarily (dväykn kai pt 86Aov)." Since God's intention is 
always qualified in the sense of the Plotinian mpoaipeoic, He must have 
had the will to generate the Son. Likewise, Gregory refuted the use of 
the image of well and water, by which Plotinus had illustrated che 
overflow from the One,” and Athanasius and other orthodox the- 
ologians the relation between Father and Son and their unity in sub- 
stance and time. The image did not correspond to the idea of God's 
salutary intention to generate His Son in order to save mankind. Greg- 
ory solved the problem of the will of God by introducing a new distinc- 
tion. As the cause of creation the will of God became a hypostasis called 
GéAnoic, separate from its origin and thus perceptible by the human 
mind. When God generated His Son, His intention or will was cer- 
tainly at work, but remained a quality attached inseparably to the sub- 
stance of its owner, That is why the voluntary generation of che Son is 
not open to human understanding, whereas man can ascertain the order 
of creation separately from the imperceptible substance of the Creator. 
This distinction enabled Gregory to maintain the unity of Father and 
Son and to restrict che subordination of the latter to His being caused 
by the Father, very much like the relation between Existence, Life, and 
Intellect in Porphyry's metaphysics."" 

The opinion that will or intention cannot become a hypostasis on its 
own had already been put forward by Origen." He had said that will 
always originates from the intellect without separating itself from its 
origin. This is'clearly che non-hypostatic will which Gregory assumed 
as the cause of the generation of the Son. The divine will, however, that 
the human intellect can ascertain in che structure of creation, has been 
separated from its origin and is identical with the will of God, which is 
present and open to human perception and understanding in God's or- 
ders, promises, and commandments. 

The most coherent theory of the divine will was propounded in the 
Trinitarian doctrine of Marius Victorinus. As was most convincingly 
shown by P. Hadot," he adapted the ontology of Porphyry to the 
orthodox view of the Trinity. Porphyry's trinity of Existence/ Life/Intel- 
lect was still reminiscent of the ancient, semi-Oriental belief that the 
universe is governed by the trinity Father/Mother/Son, the first repre- 
senting primarily divine rule, the second the principle of life, the chird 


118 Philosophy and Religion in Late Antiquity 


the order and structure of creation. Ruah, the animating breath, is 
feminine in all Semitic languages, and so was che second hypostasis in 
some Gnostic systems." The female character of the second item in 
Porphyry's trinity can still be seen in later texts where his doctrine is 
reproduced by pagan Platonists. 

Marius Victorinus did not hesitate to identify the second person of 
Porphyry's trinity with che Son: Christ is voluntas et potentia Dei." The 
principle of predominance in Porphyry's metaphysics facilitated this 
change." Since every mode of being represented the whole of reality 
and only predominantly one of the three aspects, no complete sep- 
aration or distinction between them was permissible. This detail be- 
came important in the attempts to strengthen the orthodox doctrine of 
consubstantiality. 

Above all, Marius Victorinus' adaptation of Porphyry's metaphysical 
concept contributed ro preserving the idea of the unity of will and in- 
tellect in God's nature. This was an old topic which had already been 
stressed, for instance, by Irenaeus and Origen. Yet in specifically at- 
tributing will as the moving and animating power to the second person 
of a consubstantial triad which altogether belonged to the realm of the 
intelligible, Victorinus preserved, at the same time, the priority of che 
intellect. Will, chough defined as a metaphysical entity on its own, re- 
mained the offspring of intellectual activity. This doctrine was in full 
agreement with the general tradition of Greek philosophy. The belief in 
the creating and ruling God of the Old Testament was thus expressed 
in terms of Platonic ontology, according to which reality could be cre- 
ated and perceived only by intellectual activity. Plotinus’ detailed de- 
scription of how thought and will, energy and substance coincide in 
the One enabled the Fathers of the fourth century to speak in adequate 
terms of the will of God. 

Victorinus did not develop in his theological writings a comprehen- 
sive anchropology and soteriology. His main interest was concentrated 
upon the Christological debate. But it seems safe to assume that a con- 
cept of anthropology and soteriology that corresponded to his Trin- 
itarian doctrine would hardly have needed a human will as a factor, 
conceived and defined separately from emotion and intellect, which 
would give the decisive response in man's reaction to God's promise 
and commandment. Human will and human freedom could still be re- 
garded, in the view of Victorinus, as a function or result of primarily 
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intellectual activity, since he kept his concept of God and reality within 
the limits of Platonic and Neoplatonic ontology. 

Man's voluntary turning towards his creator could be understood, 
according to this ontology, only as an act of man's spiritual self which 
connects itself with the structure of reality, consciously and willingly, 
by means of cognition alone." 

We have seen from these examples and episodes that the Christologi- 
cal debate of the fourth century led to a clear-cut notion of the divine 
will. Christian theological speculation did not come, at the same time, 
to an equally distinct notion of the will of man. This very condition 
comes out most clearly in the anthropological doctrine of Gregory of 
Nyssa, perhaps the most learned and penetrating scholar of the fourth- 
century Fathers. 

Freedom of choice (tò abte£ouonov) is the most precious gift of hu- 
man nature and indeed constitutes the similarity between God and 
man. It enables man to govern his own life and to shape his moral char- 
acter, thus becoming “his own father." "* Yet this freedom, taken sepa- 
rately, is only the faculty to choose and to act arbitrarily." It becomes a 
will (npoaípeoic), which underlies moral or religious evaluation, in 
consequence of its being governed by the cognition of good and evil. 
“Thoughts are the fathers of the will."” The choice of the worse results 
from ignorance, affections, or demons," that is to say exclusively from 
factors which impede the activity of reason. Accordingly, Gregory in- 
terprets the old Jewish doctrine of the two spirits (see above p. 77) in 
terms of the battle between reason and affection, and Pharaoh had his 
heart hardened by Yahveh because his intention had already been evil 
before." The faith of the Christians is perfectly rational: the divine 
grace primarily operates by strengthening and illuminating the human 
intellect and repelling the irrational influences from affections and de- 
mons, so that the believer is able to make his choice according to 
knowledge rather than ignorance. "" Logos, the Good Shepherd, guides 
his sheep to reasonable intentions. " 

This is all in full agreement with philosophical, especially Platonic, 
anthropology. Will as an independent factor in human life as implied in 
the Biblical tradition does not appear. Gregory does not even use a con- 
cept which was first introduced by Tertullian, in order to harmonize 
the voluntaristic approach of the Bible with the traditional intellectu- 
alism of Greek ethical thought. According to Tertullian and others 
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the divinely revealed knowledge, which alone enables man to choose 
rightly, differs in quality from every other piece of conceivable knowl- 
edge. That is why complete ignorance in all other fields may well 
go with the salutary, divinely revealed knowledge in any individual 
soul." This doctrine, however, was difficult to reconcile with Greg- 
ory's (and others’) belief in man's gradual ascension to religious and 
moral perfection. 

There is one point, first identified by Ekkehardt Mühlenberg,'” 
where Gregory transcends the traditional intellectualism of Greek eth- 
ics. Conforming with Plato and his school Gregory ascribes an innate 
striving for the cognition of God to human nature. This striving has to 
be realized, in the course of a man's lifetime, by an uninterrupted chain 
of intellectual acts. Following the doctrine of the Seventh Letter, the 
Platonists believed in—some of them even testified to—the possibility 
that the human mind achieves, through sudden illumination and in 
some rare cases, the full cognition of and unification with the Supreme 
Being. This, however, can happen only after one has passed through all 
grades of scientific, controlled, and communicable speculation. Only 
the result of the final act of illumination is no longer communicable 
between two beings endowed with reason, since it implies man's uni- 
fication with the One which embraces the perceiving and the per- 
ceived. In the view of Gregory the ultimate goal of intellectual, moral, 
and religious progress is simply not attainable. The highest step on the 
scale to perfection as reached by exemplary saints or prophets like 
Moses only leads to the full recognition of God's imperceptibility. So 
even those who have attained perfection according to human standards 
are bound to continue their search, and even the beatitude of those who 
have been saved beyond the limits of time and space is but the infinite 
progress towards the cognition of God." 

This seerns to be a specific doctrine of Gregory's without a convinc- 
ing parallel in either Jewish or Christian texts. Some Gnostics were 
known to have interpreted Matt. 7:7 in a comparable way: the pneu- 
matic man, who has been given the salutary knowledge, has to conduct 
his life as a permanent search for further cognition." Otherwise he 
runs the risk of forfeiting his election by falling back into deadly igno- 
rance. This admonition, however, is meant for the time being, while 
the pneumatic has to preserve his distinctive quality in the present life 
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under the rule of the Archons of the created world of evil. The need for 
permanent search results not from the imperceptibility of rhe ultimate 
goal of cognition but from the elect's being particularly exposed to dan- 
gers under the present conditions of the world. His returning into the 
world of Light implies full cognition of himself as well as of the Source 
of Being. There is no unbridgeable gap between Creator and creation, 
which prevents man from attaining the full cognition of God, as is fore- 
seen, entirely conforming with the Biblical view of man, in the doc- 
trine of Gregory. 

Gregory's doctrine of moral and religious progress seems to be pecu- 
liar in che way it combines intellectualism and voluntarism. Following 
the lines of the Platonic tradition he defines the goal of progress in 
terms of an ultimate cognition. "^ This knowledge entails perfection 
and final happiness, since man's true self is regarded as essentially spir- 
itual and intellectual. Yet, by taking over the Biblical idea that no man 
or creature is capable of the full cognition of God, Gregory is led to 
describe the way towards the goal in voluntaristic terms. Man has to 
fulfil his proper task in religious and moral life by permanent striving 
in a certain direction rather chan by reaching the goal of his activity. 
The Socratic heritage within Platonic tradition had already opened up 
the possibility of considering the way towards the goal as more impor- 
tant in moral life than the goal itself. Bur such a revaluing of the way 
towards knowledge was motivated by modesty and insight into one's 
own limitations rather than by the basic belief that the order of nature 
is, in the last instance, inaccessible to the human mind. On the con- 
trary, the unshaken confidence that the human intellect and the order 
of being strictly correspond to each other remained the main incentive 
of philosophical research in general, and ethical theory in particular, 
throughout the history of Greek philosophy. That is why at least the 
possibility of perfect cognition was never flatly denied, except by a few 
sceptics and agnostics. Both the Stoic sage and the Platonic mystic 
stood for that ultimate possibility and, consequently, for the priority of 
cognition in relation to any kind of will or intention in che moral life of 
man. 

The element which Gregory of Nyssa introduced, for the first time, 
into the traditional conception that moral and religious progress was 
the way to final and perfect cognition, radically changed its content. If 
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man was told to proceed, in the moral and religious conduct of his life, 
towards the cognition of something which was imperceptible by its 
very nature, the admonition had to be made explicit with the aid of an 
anthropological notion of will. The creation of such a notion was over- 
due by the end of the fourth century.” 


VI 
St. Augustine and 
His Concept of Will 


IT IS GENERALLY ACCEPTED in the study of the history 
of philosophy that the notion of will, as it is used as a tool of analysis 
and description in many philosophical doctrines from the early Scholas- 
tics to Schopenhauer and Nietzsche,’ was invented by St. Augustine. 

As was shown in the preceding chapter, Marius Victorinus had al- 
ready arrived at a clear-cut concept of the divine will in consequence of 
his and other orthodox theologians' attempt to make explicit, in terms 
of Neoplatonic philosophy, the consubstantiality of the three divine 
persons of the Christian creed. He applied, with slight modifications, 
Porphyry's interpretation of the Chaldean triad to the Trinity of the 
Christians. Christ, the second person, thus became the equivalent 
of Life or Will in the process of unfolding reality from the boundless 
potential of God to the structured multitude of spiritual beings. For 
reality itself could only be immaterial and intelligible in che view of a 
fourth-century philosopher or theologian. 

Two presuppositions were held in common by Platonism and Chris- 
tian theology at that time: that reality is immaterial, and that God is 
primarily the Supreme Being or Divine Substance (ovoia), thus being 
perceptible or describable, however imperfectly, only in terms of ontol- 
ogy rather than from the experience of divine power. These fundamen- 
tal assumptions precluded the transference of the notion of will, which 
had been invented ro attain an adequate description of the unfolding of 
reality, from theology and ontology to the field of Biblical anthropol- 
ogy, ethics, and soteriology. 

Two arguments were almost irrefutable on such premises. First, in 
the predominantly ontological view of both Neoplatonists and Chris- 
tians, man partakes of divine nature or reality by his intellect alone.’ 
The firm belief in many similarities between God and the human soul* 
motivated a good deal of psychological investigation throughout the 
history of Platonism.’ But the goal of human life, under this presup- 
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position, was assimilation to God by intellectual activity. God and man 
were located at different places in a well-ordered system of being ac- 
cording to that view of reality, and no human will was able to circum- 
vent the need for comprehensive understanding of che whole order and 
to establish communication with God. 

Thus the will of the One or God, as described by Plotinus, Porphyry, 
Marius Victorinus, and others in ontological terms, could not simply 
serve as the model or counterpart of the human will. Moreover, the 
divine will defined ontologically appealed to man's intellectual under- 
standing rather than provoking his spontaneous intention to obey or to 
disobey, as divine utterances are supposed to do according to Biblical 
tradition. 

Secondly, reality, because it is entirely spiritual, has to be identical 
with or created by intellectual activity." Intellectual activity, in its turn, 
is always primarily cognitive, will only being either the mode of its 
application (&mßoAn) or the byproduct of cognition. Thus the primacy of 
thought over will was undisputed also for Marius Victorinus (in ep. ad 
Epb. 1.1).' Again, will, as the only factor in human life through which 
man is able to communicate with God (who is by definition beyond 
human cognition), cannot be grasped in terms of such an ontology. 

St. Augustine was entirely familiar with che philosophical approach 
of Marius Victorinus and his sources. He knew the Chaldean triad and 
its Porphyrian interpretation and noticed its inconsistencies with the 
Christian conception of che divine Trinity." He also knew the difference 
between Plotinus' and Porphyry's conceptions of how co explain the un- 
folding of reality," and he agreed with Marius Victorinus in taking the 
Porphyrian triad esse/viverel intellegere as an adequate model of the order 
of being." Bur unlike Marius Victorinus he did not use the Porphyrian 
triad, however modified, in order to explain the Trinitarian creed of his 
church," although he did make extended use of many details of Neo- 
platonic doctrine in other contexts of his theology. 

St. Augustine approached the problem of will in various ways, but 
always on the basis of the Biblical belief that man was created accord- 
ing to the image and likeness of che Creator. That the similarity of God 
and man could only be ascertained in the human soul was the obvious 
interpretation of Genesis 1: 27 for a Roman or Greek intellectual about 
A.D. 400. Bur St. Augustine's attempt to verify the similarity by dis- 
covering the points of direct reference on both sides was quite against 
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the philosophical tradition. He attempted to apply what he had per- 
ceived by means of introspection and self-analysis to the image of the 
Trinity. So Trinitarian theology and human psychology became directly 
related to each other rather than integrated into a comprehensive doc- 
trine of the order of being. 

It is not necessary to go into all che details of St. Augustine's Trini- 
tarian doctrine, since the topic has been extensively treated in recent 
scholarship. " It may suffice in this context to illustrate his method and 
to point out the new part he attributed to the will of both God and 
man. 

In the traditional view of Greek philosophy intention appeared ei- 
ther as the result or byproduct of cognition," as the mode of its appli- 
cation, or as its potential." St. Augustine separated will from both po- 
tential and achieved cognition. Arguing strictly psychologically, he 
explained rhe act of vision as a result of the following process: che fac- 
ulty of seeing is joined with the object of visual perception by the will 
of the perceiving individual." The same relation subsists, according to 
St. Augustine, in the case of thought, i.e. purely intellectual cogni- 
tion, with the only difference being that the object of cognition is pre- 
sented by the perceiver's own memory rather than from the outside 
world. That is why the triad memoria, intelligentia, voluntas accounts 
for the whole of the human self (mens), which is, in the view of St. 
Augustine, entirely spiritual. The three factors or faculties are insepara- 
bly linked and cannot work independently of each other. Intellectual 
activity would be impossible without che potential of objects of cogni- 
tion offered by the memory, without the faculty of reasoning, and with- 
out the moving force of will. St. Augustine’s approach to the problem 
of intellectual life was completely different from what Stoic and Pla- 
tonic psychology had worked out in this field. All Greek theories about 
sense perception and intellectual cognition tried to establish a firm rela- 
tion between the individual and the order of being as it was supposed to 
exist, objectively and independently, outside the perceiving subject. 
St. Augustine's psychology, as set out in De trinitate, seems to be self- 
sustaining, at least with regard to man's intellectual activity, One need 
not understand any attached or underlying conception of the order of 
being to appreciate his ideas abour the intellectual life of man. Both 
the raw material of cognition and the drive towards understanding can 
be found in the soul without an indispensable point of reference in the 
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outside world." Ic is perhaps not unfair to say that Greek theories of 
cognition try to explain which part or aspect of reality is being per- 
ceived by the human intellect. St. Augustine, on the other hand, con- 
centrated on the problem of what is going on in the human mind dur- 
ing the act of cognition. This particular difference also applies co che 
role of volition on both sides. In Stoic and Platonic psychology the ele- 
ment of will occurs before and after the very act of intellectual percep- 
tion: man applies his cognitive power to an object of the outside world 
(émBoAt, tij; Siavoiac), before che act of cognition begins, and an im- 
pulse towards action, originating either from the intellect or from the 
non-intellectual potential of soul, may result from the intellectual per- 
ception and evaluation of such an object. In the view of St. Augustine, 
will indeed partakes in the very act of cognition and is by no means 
restricted to preliminary and subsequent activities.” 

St. Augustine applied the concept described above to his doctrine on 
the Trinity. The consubsrantiality of the three persons, as required by 
the orthodox creed of his days, he explained solely by the term mens 
(voög [the mind]): the substance of the Supreme Being is purely spir- 
itual, as is the dominant part of the human soul. This corresponds to 
the fundamental beliefs of both Pagans and Christians in the fourth or 
fifth century. The three functions of that spiritual substance, that is 
to say memory, intellect, will, are individually attributed to Father, 
Logos, Spirit." Everything which comes into being in the universe, 
both immaterial and material, owes its origin and preservation to the 
intellectual activity of God, who has no need, in his threefold exis- 
tence, of anything outside Himself. Creation and salvation are only the 
result of His boundless and inexplicable goodness. God's perfect auton- 
omy has its analogy in the self-sufficient activity of the human intellect 
as described above. 

St. Augustine's theory differs considerably from chat of Marius Vic- 
torinus (see above p. 117f), particularly in one respect: Victorinus ex- 
plained the generation of che Son in ontological terms. From the bound- 
less potential of Being or pure Existence, as represented by the Father, 
Life comes to actuality in an act of spontaneous and non-determined 
motion. The basic concepts of Aristotelian ontology, Suvayic (poten- 
tiality) and évépyeia (actuality), can easily be recognized behind this 
theory. For St. Augustine, generation is but a term for che continuously 
existing relation between Father and Logos. The latter does not stand, 
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in St. Augustine's theology, for the principle of Life," Motion, or Will, 
but for che divine creativity— which corresponds to the traditional be- 
lief in the Logos as the mediator of the divine creation of the structured 
universe. Motion or Will that brings about creation is represented by 
the Spirit. Unlike in Victorinus the triad esse/vzvere/ intellegere has not 
been aligned with the hypostatic subdivision of the Trinity, since atten- 
tion is focused on psychological rather than ontological analogies.” 
The principle of predominance, which enabled Victorinus to coordi- 
nate the triad exse/viverel intellegere both collectively and individually 
with the three persons of the Trinity, is absent from St. Augustine's 
Trinitarian theology: again, the reason for this difference is to be seen in 
the fact that St. Augustine conceived his theory from the psychological 
point of view. 

The key role attributed to will (ro/untas) " in St. Augustine's corre- 
sponding systems of psychology and theology results mainly from self- 
examination, It is not derived from earlier doctrines in che field of phil- 
osophical psychology or anthropology, and seems to mark a turning 
point in che history of theological reasoning. For the first time, the 
same notion of will could be applied in both theological and anthropo- 
logical contexts. This exactly corresponded to the indistinct but per- 
sistent voluntarism that permeares the Biblical tradition (see above 
ch. D. From St. Augustine's reflections emerged the concept of a 
human will, prior to and independent of the act of intellectual cogni- 
tion, yet fundamentally different from sensual and irrational emotion, 
by which man can give his reply to the inexplicable utrerances of the 
divine will. 

The Confessions abundantly testify to the intensity of St. Augustine's 
introspection, and many famous passages from this book on will, mem- 
ory, sense of time, sensuality, cognition, emotions, and other psycho- 
logical topics have been extensively commented on in modern scholar- 
ship.^ It is mainly through this entirely new concept of his own self 
that St. Augustine superseded the conceptual system of Greco-Roman 
culture.” 

St. Augustine used the new notion of will in various chapters of his 
teaching. Will became the point of reference in the doctrines of intel- 
lect and sensual life, freedom and determination, moral evaluation of 
purpose and action, and, above all, in that of fall and redemption. We 
can restrict ourselves to some examples. 
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Sensuality, in its moral importance, was no longer the only counter- 
part of the intellect, though St. Augustine shared the dualistic temper 
of his contemporaries. He advocated an ascetic life in order to attain 
freedom from the bonds of matter and regarded man's self (mens) as 
spiritual. But the affections to which human nature is exposed because 
of its share in the material world were no longer regarded as an evil in 
themselves. It is the will of man, which yields to the sensual affections 
instead of turning to the higher level of reality, which alone is the cause 
of sin or moral evil.” This can be seen in the case of sexuality: in the 
primordial state of man, sexual desire was controlled by the will, very 
much like the movements of hands and feet.^^ It is only due to the fall 
of Adam and to the ensuing perversion of the human will,” that man 
in his present condition is exposed to sexual affections: they are volun- 
tary because of the assent of the will and, consequently, sinful, but he 
cannot avoid them because of his perverted will. Sensuality itself is by 
no means the cause of evil,” as the Manicheans believed. It was present 
already in the original, undistorted condition of man, but firmly con- 
trolled by his undistorted will. Everything depends on whether the 
will of man is directed to spirit (spiritus) or flesh (caro), i.e. to the more 
or less valuable." 

The same applies to the doctrine of cupiditas triplex " which St. Au- 
gustine conceived according to Plato's tripartition of the soul after che 
model of Neoplatonic ethical theory. Cupiditas or libido (ém8upia), am- 
bitio or superbia (pikapyia, qiAoupía), and curiositas (pavtacia) do not 
result, as the Neoplatonists believed," from a misconception of reality 
but from the perverted will (mala voluntas). The Neoplatonic idea of the 
separation of an individual being from the order of being (iBicoic) " was 
explained in terms of will." Evil as the mere privatio boni, the absence 
of good,—a concept of the Platonic tradition which had been largely 
accepted in Christian theology "— was replaced by ill will" without, 
however, attributing substance to evil, as the Manicheans did. 

Even in intellectual life, every moral or religious evaluation of 
human activity refers to the will.” 

St. Augustine interpreted freedom of choice, traditionally attributed 
to all rational beings, as the freedom of will. This can be seen from his 
doctrine of angels and demons." The will of the fallen angels has been 
perverted by their attempt to be and to act independently of their Crea- 
tor, whereas the good angels never changed the direction of their will." 
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The direction of the will, however, is thought and spoken of as being 
independent of the cognition of the better and the worse. This indeed 
supersedes the famous Socratic problem of ovéeic köv ápaprávei, no 
one does wrong on purpose.” 

It is not surprising that everything, in the view of St. Augustine, 
depends on voluntas in religious and moral life." Faith (fides), for in- 
stance, is closely attached to will. The reply to the call of God pre- 
cedes, as a decision of will," all kinds of reasoning and indeed leads to 
intellectual cognition," since it is a performance of rational beings." 
St. Augustine also describes the life of the faithful as a condition of 
will. Whereas man in his natural condition can direct his will (attentio) 
to either che future or the past by means of exspectatio and memoria, che 
faithful exist only with regard to the future (mentio). “ 

St. Augustine even speaks of the collective will of a social group, 
very much as Rousseau does of volonté générale." But he did not inte- 
grate his concept of conscience into the theory of will. Instead he 
explained conscience as the innate knowledge of good and evil which 
every human being possesses. It precedes, therefore, any cognition re- 
sulting from the intentional activity of the intellect and cannot be re- 
futed by rational arguments.“ 

Yet the most important topic of St. Augustine's theology in which 
the new concept of will became prominent was his doctrine of freedom, 
grace, and salvation. There had been no comprehensive and coherent 
theory of the grace of God in Christian theology before St. Augustine, 
as has recently been shown by Alfred Schindler." Words like yapic and 
gratia were used to express the fact that God had not only given the 
Law to save his people, but also gifts like baptism or individual conver- 
sion and renewal. Xápic can designate God's forgiveness of the sinner as 
well as the special gifts of prophets, bishops, or teachers." The word 
can denote the rebirth of the saved resulting from the divine nveüpa 
which enters the human soul," but it can equally well refer to the 
widening of man's intellectual capacity because of divine revelation.” 

The fundamental belief behind these varying statements about God's 
grace can be described as unreflected synergism. In the practical life 
of Christian congregations before Constantine, that is to say in an alien 
or even hostile environment, both the consciousness of being elected, 
guided, and saved solely by the inexplicable grace of God, and that of 
being responsible for an appropriate Christian conduct of life must have 
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been present without much awareness of the theoretical contradiction 
implied." The synergistic attitude was strengthened in Christian the- 
ology, which made extended use of the ontological and anthropological 
concepts of Greek philosophy: man's individual salvation could be set 
in relation co God's objectively existing plan of creation and salvation 
of the world and also to the freedom and responsibility of man as a be- 
ing endowed with reason. Both factors seemed to be indispensable in 
the process of salvation." The concept of will, however, was not neces- 
sary in such a synergistic context, since good and evil in human life 
could be ascertained by the revealed plan of divine government and by 
the rational rules for moral action. 

Things changed radically when Christian religion was officially rec- 
ognized and soon became the dominant factor in public life. Conduct 
according to Christian norms ceased to be a distinctive feature in the 
changed social environment. Such a distinction was restricted to the 
monastic communities which rapidly grew in the fourth century for 
this very reason, The Pelagian controversy resulted from this situation. 
For parenetic reasons, Pelagius understandably exaggerated che impor- 
tance of man's own efforts and, in the course of his struggle with St. 
Augustine, he came to attribute to the grace of God only the gifts of 
reason and free choice. Being endowed in such a way, man is fully able 
to understand God's message, to obey His commandments and, even- 
tually, to be saved. It all depends on his own efforts. Divine grace, in- 
sofar as it precedes human activity, only provides the natural faculty of 
free choice in every situation of life.” 

St. Augustine radically opposed Pelagius’ doctrine: man has indeed 
been created with the ability to distinguish between good and evil and 
to decide for the better. Yet che fall of Adam, resulting from his disobe- 
dience to God's commandment and from his attempt to be independent 
of his Creator, has perverted the will, the most important factor of 
human nature.” In its present condition, the will of man is bound to 
choose the worse, regardless of whether or not its owner knows the bet- 
ter. Even man's virtuous deeds are worthless, since they only contribute 
to his becoming virtuous without regard to the needs of his neighbor. 
They are a means to acquire status and reputation, they support man's 
continuous attempts to forget that he is entirely dependent on the 
mercy of God, and they are nor performed for the sake of someone else, 
either God or the neighbor who represents God in moral life. The will 
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of man has been transformed, in consequence of the fall of Adam, from 
love into concupiscence, i.e. self-centeredness, from humilitas into su- 
perbia. Cognition, knowledge, exercise, or any other kind of human ac- 
tivity is of no use, since every effort is necessarily directed towards evil 
because of the perverted will. This belief is the background of St. Au- 
gustine's famous paradox that sin or vice combined with humility are 
far better than virtue together with pride. Accordingly, humility is che 
root of all virtues, as is pride of all vices.” 

Only the grace of God can renew the human will and restore its orig- 
inal freedom of choice. But the intervention of divine grace has to pre- 
cede all intellectual, moral, or practical efforts of man. For the will has 
to be healed, and God has to change the present nature of man, before 
he can even want to act according to virtue and God's commandment,” 
as he knows he is supposed to do,” and, eventually, to pass the final 
judgement and be saved. 

The intervention of the divine grace which virtuous life and salva- 
tion presuppose is, however, unpredictable, inexplicable, and not to be 
provoked or influenced by human activity. It is merely due to God's 
sheer love, out of which he has elected a number of human beings to be 
saved. (In that context St. Augustine rediscovered St. Paul's doctrine of 
predestination as set out in Rom. 9— 11.) God's love has been revealed 
in the life and death of Christ, which becomes the model” of the re- 
newed will of che elect. St. Augustine's famous precept for the Chris- 
tian conduct of life becomes clear from this doctrine: Dilige et quid vis 
fac! "Love, and do what you will.” An action which is exclusively 
motivated by love for God or one's neighbor can only be virtuous and in 
accordance with God's commandment. 

The will of man after the final restoration of human nature, which 
will be brought about on doomsday, is expected to become superior to 
the will of primeval man: Adam was able to choose between good and 
evil, whereas his restored freedom will lead his intention exclusively 
towards the better.*' 

We need not go into further details of St. Augustine's doctrine of 
freedom and grace; this would be outside our scope and competence. 
Nor shall we discuss the reasons for which Christian orthodoxy soon 
discarded the more radical opinions of both Pelagius and St. Augus- 
tine. The official doctrine of the Church returned to the synergistic 
position of the previous period, which turned out to be well-suited for 
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the purposes of religious practice, regardless of its inconsistency from 
the point of view of pure theory. 

Another point in the story, however, is important in our context. 
Both Pelagius and St. Augustine extensively used the term will, volun- 
tas. But it seems to be clear without further explanation that a notion of 
will, as distinct from both irrational impulse or decision on rhe basis 
of knowledge, was indispensable in the theory of St. Augustine, but 
hardly in that of Pelagius. Pelagius' position can be understood and 
evaluated without the notion of will and within the limits of che tradi- 
tional intellectualism of Greek and early Patristic philosophy. On the 
other hand, St. Augustine would have been led in his doctrine of grace 
and election to the Gnostic concept of quor o@Leodaı, salvation be- 
cause of privileged nature (see below appendix II),“ if he had not found 
a new point of reference in the notion of will. The traditional concept 
of human intention as a byproduct of cognition could only have led him 
to an ontological assessment of divine predestination, for cognition al- 
ways refers to what exists objectively and independently of the perceiv- 
ing subject. Pelagius' doctrine of free choice can be understood, as can 
Victorinus' doctrine of the Trinity, from the point of view of Greek on- 
tology. St. Augustine's doctrine of grace, very much like his Trinitarian 
theology, can only be properly understood on the basis of the funda- 
mental belief that the direct relation between God and the human soul 
is prior to and independent of any objectively existing order of being 
and can be ascertained in the will of both. 

So St. Augustine's essential contribution to the development of the 
medieval and modern notion of will has to be seen in the wider context 
of the change from the ontological to a psychological approach to reli- 
gion and ethics which he initiated. 

Yet the question remains whether one can adequately understand 
the rise of the notion of will only in terms of the history of ideas, or 
whether St. Augustine as a Western theologian was additionally condi- 
tioned by Latin, his native language, to develop such a tool of theologi- 
cal and anthropological analysis. 


+ 


In a letter to his friend Atticus, written“ a short time after the 
assassination of Caesar, Cicero reports a saying of the victim about the 
murderer: non magni refert ille quid velit, sed quidquid volet valde volet 
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"what he wants is no great matter, but what he wants, he wants 
with a will." The statement clearly refers to Brutus’ energy and firm- 
ness, regardless of whether this results from the conclusiveness of his 
rational planning or whether such stubbornness belongs to the irra- 
tional part of his personality. Plutarch gives the Greek version of the 
saying: nav 8’ 6 BowAetai ogó6pa BouAevai. This is not idiomatic Greek. 
BovAopaı always has—-ar least in classical and classicistic Greek—the 
connotation of planning which precedes che decision to act, It often 
goes with an adverbial expression of preference (pàAAov, fj, etc.), but 
hardly with an adverb denoting intensity alone (páÀa, oqó8pa), as is 
common with those verbs which point to irrational impulses (¢m@upa, 
ópéyopai, etc.). Plutarch explicitly says chat Brutus had a mature per- 
sonality at a very early age. So he had to attach his firmness to BouAnong 
(plan) rather than mere öpe£ıg (desire). 

Unlike classical and post-classical Greek, the Latin language had 
a group of words to denote impulse or intention to act regardless of 
whether they originated from rational or from irrational factors in the 
human soul. This can be seen from many passages in Latin literature, 
dating from different periods. Perhaps it is due to a lack of psychologi- 
cal refinement in the Latin vocabulary rather than to what has been 
called “römische Willenshaltung" in previous scholarship." But the in- 
discriminate use of velle and voluntas for various kinds of impulse and 
intention undeniably contributed to the voluntaristic potential in Ro- 
man thought.“ 

When Cicero translated the ethical and psychological cerminology of 
Greek philosophy, he mostly used velle and voluntas to express con- 
scious, deliberate intention in contrast to irrational impulse, instinc- 
tive drive, or compulsion from outside. Voluntas—defined as quae quis 
cum ratione desiderat (one's faculty, or exercise, of rationally-determined 
desire)“ is the correct translation of the Middle Platonic definition of 
BowAnoic (purpose) as e6Aoyoc ópeEis (well-reasoned desire). Cicero ren- 
ders the Peripatetic cheory of causation by the statement that every- 
thing is set in motion aut natura aut vi aut voluntate (either by nature, or 
by compulsion, or by intention)" and in his doctrine of fate he con- 
trasts fatum (eipappévn) and voluntas (rnpoaípeoic). ^ There is no indica- 
tion whatsoever that Cicero came to reflect on che "voluntaristic" con- 
notation by which voluntas in general Latin usage differed from Greek 
words like npoaípeoic, 61ávoia, BobAnoic, yyvopn. So it is useless to 
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speculate whether Greek theories of human action sounded more “vol- 
untaristic" to Cicero's contemporaries in Latin translation than in their 
original language.” 

Cicero, however, used the word voluntas not only to denote what was 
called npoaípeoiG or BoúAnoig in Greek. Sometimes, even in philosophi- 
cal texts, voluntas means desire or spontaneous wish rather than deliber- 
ate intention, ` and in other passages the impulse itself (òppń), which 
comes from deliberation or from conscious moral attitude, is called vo- 
luntas.” The large semantic area which is apparently attached to the 
word in Cicero's philosophical vocabulary corresponds to the general 
usage of his time. So he does not seem co have seen any difficulty in the 
identification of "intellectualistic" BovAnoıg and "voluntaristic" volun- 
tas, since he presupposed their identity even outside philosophical dis- 
cussions. ° The fact that npoaipeong had already become the term to de- 
note the general moral attitude of an individual “ apparently facilitated 
its being rendered by voluntas, especially where moral practice and its 
foundation were set in contrast with erudition in moral theory.” 

The picture looks somewhat different in the late writings of Seneca, 
who apparently became aware of the voluntaristic implications of the 
meaning of voluntas. Some peculiarities in Seneca's usage of velle/volun- 
tas were first noted and explained by Max Pohlenz. ^ Seneca's descrip- 
tion of sapientia as the continuity of will rather chan knowledge,” the 
identification of virtue and żona voluntas, " and the moral preference 
given to voluntas instead of to action ” can be understood in terms of 
traditional Greek philosophy, if one is prepared to take voluntas as the 
simple equivalent of npoaípeoic. But precisely this was not Seneca's 
opinion, for he says: velle non discitur," i.e., voluntas is not an in- 
structed, or disciplined, faculty. IIpoaípeoic, however, comes into being 
through both instruction and exercise according to traditional Stoic 
doctrine." On the other hand, Seneca is far from attributing virtuous 
action to spontaneous, irrational impulses. This can be seen from a pas- 
sage" where he starts from traditional Stoic intellectualism: he who is 
guided by reason is also able to act freely and correctly, because he is 
not pushed or pulled by the objects of the outside world. Bur in the 
following sentence, Seneca attributes the impulse towards action to an 
independent act of will rather than to reason itself, and he explicitly 
refuses an explanation of this phenomenon. Seneca did realize that will 
should be grasped independently of both cognition and irrational im- 
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pulse. But he did not proceed to a clear notion of will. So he treated the 
topic of progress in philosophy or in life" along the traditional lines of 
Stoic philosophy and without the aid of a notion of will:" Man is sup- 
posed to acquire and to internalize che teaching of philosophy, which 
provides an answer to every question in practical life (ep. 16.5f). The 
impulse toward action automatically results from this knowledge 
(16.6), but one has to protect the impulses from becoming weak by 
learning and training throughout life. The tendency to act virtuously 
has to become a lasting attitude." 

Seneca's vague voluntarism™ was never systematized into a clear con- 
cept of will, either by himself or by later Roman authors. Roman phi- 
losophy, mainly because it depended entirely on the Greek tradition, 
did not develop the distinct notion of will before St. Augustine. So the 
impact which philosophy made on the Latin language throughout the 
imperial period could only weaken rather than reinforce voluntaristic 
elements in Roman thought. On the other hand, the use of the words 
vellelvoluntas in both philosophical and non-philosophical texts seems 
to indicate that the idea of pure volition as separate from both cogni- 
tion and emotion was inherent, however indistinctly, in the Roman vo- 
cabulary. So one comes to ask whether this phenomenon is to be ex- 
plained in the context of che many archaic features of Latin, or whether 
a notion of will which could influence the general usage was perhaps 
developed apart from the philosophical tradition in the Latin-speaking 
world. 

Voluntas in a strictly terminological sense was undoubtedly used for 
many centuries in the language of Roman law. A theory of will became 
increasingly important in the interpretation of civil law from the sec- 
ond or first century B.C. onwards. This led to a notion of will which 
characteristically differed from the concept of intentionality (éxoóoiov, 
npóvoia) in Greck law." 

In 93 B.c. the distinguished orator L. Licinius Crassus defeated the 
equally distinguished lawyer Q, Mucius Scaevola in a famous case, the 
causa Curiana." A testament could not be executed according to its 
text, because the foreseen first heir had died before the testator. The 
written law prescribed for such a case that the testament be disregarded 
and the legal hereditary succession followed instead — which was also 
the opinion of Scaevola. Formulas and ritualized actions were the deci- 
sive constituents of any legal procedure according to the tradition of 
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Roman civil law. His opponent argued that the chosen after-heir should 
get the inheritance according to the intention of the testator, even 
against the wording of the law in question. The will (voluntas) which 
could be ascertained in a written text should be valued higher, in its 
legal relevance, than the text itself (verba). 

The first speech of the Athenian orator Isaeus offers an interesting 
counterpart to the above case, the causa Curiana. A certain Cleonymus 
had willed in his testament his two nephews to become his only heirs. 
Later on, he disinherited chem, not because he had anything against 
them, but because of a quarrel which he had with their guardian. He 
did not want this man to dispose of the property. So he replaced his 
nephews by three distant relatives. Shortly after this had happened, the 
guardian died, and Cleonymus took his nephews into his house to edu- 
cate them. But he forgot to adapt the testament to the altered situa- 
tion. Only on his deathbed did he send for an official in order to change 
the text, bur the man was turned away at the door by one of the distant 
relatives. Now a lawsuit began between these and one of the nephews, 
for whom Isaeus wrote the extant speech. It contains two main argu- 
ments: either the deceased called for the official in order ro change the 
text of the testament, or he was insane in unjustly and immorally dis- 
inheriting his closest relatives, whom he did not dislike. In both cases 
the testament as presented by the opponents has to be cancelled by the 
court. Isaeus did not simply contrast verba and voluntas, as a Roman 
advocate would have done; he looked rather for objective reasons to 
have the testament annulled by the judges. The subjective intention of 
the testator is frequently spoken of.” Yet it is morally assessed to obtain 
objective reasons for invalidating the testament. Furthermore, this in- 
tention is not assessed separately, but is taken into consideration only 
together with the alleged insanity. There is no definite concept of will 
behind the argument. 

Crassus took his argument in the causa Curiana from Greck ideas of 
equity, fairness, benevolence (émeíxeia). The strict application of the 
written law to individual cases in human life may lead to utter injus- 
tice. The áxpifo8ixaiov (strict construction of the law), in the words of 
Aristotle, has to be permanently corrected by the émeixéc (equity); ” 
justice according to the law (vojukóv öikaıov) never is identical, once 
and for all, with justice itself. These ideas were incorporated into the 
doctrines of justice in all philosophical schools," but they had been at 
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work long before, when, above all in criminal law, intention was taken 
into account in the administration of justice, e.g. in distinguishing be- 
tween murder and non-intentional killing." Both kinds were usually 
conflated in those archaic codifications which tried to provide rules for 
handling the fact alone. The connection between the rules of criminal 
law and the accepted standards of moral life in general has always been 
particularly close, for obvious reasons, as a criminal case usually inter- 
feres very deeply wich the life of che persons involved. So we may infer 
from conditions in criminal law to prevailing ideas in moral thought 
far more easily than from those in civil law, as can be seen, for instance, 
from Aristotle's discussion of ethical problems.” 

In Hellenistic times, however, the ideas of fairness or equity as dis- 
tinct from strict justice were current above all in the rhetorical tra- 
dition. There were no professional lawyers in che Greek world: the 
Greeks always had an astonishing and somewhat naive confidence in 
the social efficiency of legislation, which is, after all, a predominantly 
political or, at best, philosophical task. Lawgivers were considered the 
outstanding experts in che field of social and human activity. The actual 
administration of justice, on the other hand, was done exclusively 
through lawcourts composed of laymen. These had to be influenced by 
advocates or conflicting parties through moral rather than legal argu- 
mentation. The future advocate had to learn in his rhetorical training 
how to appeal to rhe moral standards of a jury in favor of his client. The 
methods of interpretation which developed under these conditions were 
all designed to find in the wording of the written law or legal document 
(prntov) a meaning (61ávoia) which was at the same time favorable for 
one party and persuasive, because of its general equity, to the judges. 

A speech of Hyperides offers a good example of this task. The in- 
creasing use of written documents in commercial life had caused much 
trouble to che Athenian lawcourts because of their total lack of exper- 
tise or professional training. So a law was passed whereby no written 
contract whatsoever should be open to contestation in a lawsuit, re- 
gardless of its content. Hyperides' client wanted to break a written con- 
tract. So he made him argue that such a law could not conceivably ap- 
ply only to contracts of which the content was illegal or immoral!” 

The need for moral argumentation in the attempt to establish che 
intention or will of the author behind a written text of legal importance 
did not lead to a distinct concept of will in either criminal or civil law. 
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Will or intention, as shown above, was a predominantly intellectualis- 
tic concept of Greek ethical thought. Thus any moral evaluation of will 
with special regard to its juridical relevance inevitably referred to the 
knowledge or cognition from which it originated.” That is why in 
Greek legal theory will itself never became a possible object of inter- 
pretation.” Inquiring into the will of a person only meant raising the 
question of whether somebody had acted or formulated knowingly." 
Consequently, if one had to find— with regard to a given case and by 
means of moral argumentation—an intention different from what was 
plainly said in a written text or official statement, the problem could be 
solved only in terms of rule and exception. Applying moral standards 
to the case in question led the way to the true and justifiable intention 
which only seemed to contradict the wording under consideration, but 
in fact corresponded to it in the special situation. This method is well 
attested in che fragments of Hermagoras of Temnos, who was the most 
distinguished teacher of the theory of juridical oratory among the rhe- 
toricians of the Hellenistic period.” 

The idea of equity or fairness modifying the strict application of che 
law was imported to Rome together with rhetorical theory in general, 
and was soon applied to legal practice. The famous causa Curiana of- 
fers an early example of this process, and it is no mere chance that the 
orator Crassus upheld the standards of equity against the lawyer Scae- 
vola. Yet Roman jurisprudence was increasingly influenced by the ideas 
of Greek popular ethics as formulated and transmitted in the rhetorical 
tradition. The opinion that the whole administration of justice, es- 
pecially the interpretation of the written law and the choice between 
several solutions offered by its text, should always be guided by equity 
(aequitas) and benevolence (benignitas) ® became firmly rooted in Ro- 
man jurisprudence. 

Conditions of Roman criminal law were comparable to those in the 
Greek world during the Hellenistic period. Roman civil law, however, 
totally differed from its Eastern counterpart. Thus the application of 
Greek ideas about equity, as exemplified by the causa Curiana in 93 
B.C., led to new and characteristic concepts in Roman civil law." 

Civil law was codified for the first time—under Greek influence, by 
the way ""—.in the early days of the Roman republic, that is to say un- 
der fairly primitive conditions in economic and political life. The law 
code of the XII Tables was never altered or replaced between the fifth 
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and first centuries B.C., and was supplemented only by some minor 
acts of public legislation, regardless of the immense changes in Roman 
society and economy during that period. Unlike che Greeks, the Ro- 
mans had no great confidence in legislation. They preferred to rely on 
interpretation and reinterpretation of a few laws and legal formulas or 
fixed procedures, and they entrusted this permanent task to persons 
backed by a distinguished social group and the authority of a state 
office. The permanent adaptation of unchanged laws to the quickly 
changing conditions of social and economic life by means of authorita- 
tive interpretation on the basis of experience rather than of theoretical 
reasoning had been practiced long before Greek philosophy and rhet- 
oric were introduced to Rome. The authority needed for such a use of 
existing laws was provided by the unrestricted legal power (imperium) of 
the praetor. During his year in office he was entitled to make use of 
nearly every application, interpretation, or suspension of existing legal 
prescripts, and his decisions were likely to be adopted by his successor, 
if they had turned out to be useful and practicable. The iz: honorarium, 
which thus developed beside the iws civile, and the complicated and 
permanently changing interrelation becween these, became che special 
province of a lawyer or expert in law (uris consultus). ®' 

One example may suffice to illustrate the consequences which such 
an administration of justice could have in public opinion and con- 
sciousness. 

A significant feature of traditional Roman law is the patria potestas, 
the unlimited power of the head of a family, which even extended ro 
adult and married sons. As late as in che age of Cicero, a father was 
legally entitled to inflict capital punishment upon his disobedient son 
—but this hardly ever happened at that time, because the generally 
accepted moral standards would have been deeply offended by such an 
act. A father could also sell his son as a slave. Freed by his purchaser, 
the son automatically fell back into full dependence (manus) upon his 
father. His manumission became effective only if he had been sold for 
the third time (Leg. XII tab. 5.2). These legal prescripts were invented 
and formulated under archaic conditions of social life. They presup- 
posed the predominance of large, self-sustaining families in an entirely 
agrarian society without much commercial intercourse. The economic, 
social, and moral claims of the family were regarded as superior to 
those of both the individual and the political community. Yet the patria 
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potestas as defined in the prescripts mentioned above became an obstacle 
rather than a useful social institution in the highly developed economy 
of the second or first century B.C. When rationalized and large-scale 
production in both agriculture and industry, far-reaching trade around 
the Mediterranean, credit and banking, and land ownership in distant 
regions had become significant patterns in economic life, it could hardly 
contribute to che prosperity of a family if a forty-year-old son was le- 
gally prevented from acting in his own right, only because his father 
was still alive. The Roman banker whose agencies were located in Alex- 
andria or Delos had to emancipate his adult son in order to keep his 
business running, as did the land owner because of his plantations in 
Sicily or Spain. It became customary, therefore, as an officially recog- 
nized legal procedure to sell one's son three times to a friend in the 
presence of the praetor for a nominal price but by means of the archaic 
legal formula. The friend was supposed to free his slave immediately 
after each purchase, also with the solemn words, and when che legal act 
had been repeated three times in one session, the intended emancipa- 
tion became effective at no cost whatsoever. Thus archaic legal pre- 
scripts for che purchase and manumission of a slave and for the mainte- 
nance of patria potestas were used to emancipate an adult son in 
accordance with the economic needs and the moral standards of the 
given society. 

This is, as has been said before, just one among innumerable exam- 
ples of how the Romans managed to retain their completely atavistic 
set of codified laws in drastically changed and further changing social 
conditions. It also illustrates che fact that che Romans became accus- 
tomed to the idea that laws, actions, formulas, and statements as a 
means of legal intercourse always need interpretation in order to clarify 
the intentions of the persons involved — the lawgiver included—and to 
solve the given problem in accordance with their needs and purposes. 
Finally, this example helps us understand the task of the expert in civil 
law who was asked for advice by a client or even by the praetor himself: 
he had to have comprehensive knowledge of all the prescripts, formu- 
las, and procedures of the existing law (verha), he had to know what was 
just and equitable according to the accepted moral standards (iustum et 
aequum), and he had to attain a precise conception and evaluation of 
what the persons involved really wished or intended (ro/untas). 

This catalogue was formulated by Quintilian late in the first century 
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A.D." At that time, the mere expertise of the iuris consultus had already 
long been transformed into jurisprudence as a discipline in its own 
right. In che field of civil law the introduction of Greek rhetoric and 
philosophy created awareness of the need for theoretical concepts. What 
had been the empirical technique of application and interpretation chus 
became a legal theory with distinct notions and a corresponding termi- 
nology. It is in this historical context that one has to understand the 
origin of the juristic notion of will. 

When Crassus insisted, for reasons of fairness and equity, on the will 
of the testator in contrast to the unequivocal precept of the written law, 
he perhaps did so in the tradition of Greek popular ethics, according to 
which tò émeikéc was valued higher than tò ákpifo6íkaiov. But once 
such an argument was incorporated into the existing method of plead- 
ing and jurisdiction in Roman civil law, will or intention rather than 
facts or statements became the point of reference to which the letter of 
the law had to be applied in any individual case. Likewise, che stan- 
dards of a given law rather than its formulations, that is to say the will 
of the lawgiver, had to be taken into account by the judge or advo- 
cate." There are many passages in juristic literature where preference 
is given to voluntas instead of verba, "^ and only words under considera- 
tion which are absolutely unmistakable in their meaning and intention 
supersede the search for and evaluation of the voluntas. 

Quintilian's statement on voluntas as one of che primary topics of 
legal science is easy to understand on this basis. The lawyer or judge 
has to ascertain the will of the persons involved in the case, including 
that of the lawgiver, before he can apply the written law and its for- 
mulations to words, facts, or claims. This concept of will was indeed 
unknown to Greek legal cheory, which never became independent of 
the doctrines of ethics and politics. It belonged to Roman jurispru- 
dence as a discipline in its own right. 

Will as a term of jurisprudence had no ethical or psychological con- 
notations: the underlying notion was only a tool of juristic analysis. 
Only where the concept of will had to be defined rather than applied 
was the psychological factor duly caken into account. Children and idi- 
ots have no will in the legal sense of the word because of their deficient 
rational capacity. "^ But apart from such definitions no juristic text 
speculates on the problem of whether will originates from reason or 
from emotion. The abstraction which led to the juristic concept of will 
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effectively discarded such implications. They would have been useless 
in the practice of legal argumentation, once the concept had become a 
recognized tool of the business. 

Roman thought of all periods was very much preoccupied with legal 
practice and theory, jurisprudence being the only science which the Ro- 
mans developed almost independently of Greek models. The fact that 
the Latin language of all periods and layers is dyed with juristic termi- 
nology is the result of this strong preoccupation. This also applies, of 
course, to the language of the early Christians." So voluntas must have 
had some terminological value, even outside legal usage proper. ^ Yet 
in this particular meaning voluntas signified mere volition, regardless 
of its originating from either cognition or emotion. Individuals who 
spoke Latin had, in fact, a means to render a voluntaristic concept, al- 
though Greek intellectualism dominated for many centuries in the field 
of psychological and ethical speculation among the Romans too. This 
can be ascertained in the case of Seneca, as pointed out above. 

In the fourth century, Christian theology felt with increasing ur- 
gency the need to render explicit the voluntaristic ideas inherent in the 
Biblical tradition. The task was fulfilled, fairly successfully, in che 
course of the Arian controversy, but only with regard to the will of 
God. Neoplatonic ontology provided the notions and terms, since the 
difference between volition and intellectual cognition could be dis- 
regarded altogether in the case of the Supreme Being, according to the 
ideas of both Neoplatonists and Christians. In their view, the activity 
and, above all, the creativity of God were purely intellectual with no 
intention that could be separated from cognition. Yet this particular 
difference was essential in any Christian doctrine of ethics and soteri- 
ology. According to Biblical belief, man was not only conditioned by 
his sensuality, which Greek philosophy regarded as the cause of error, 
blindness, or emotional impulses. He was additionally separated from 
his Creator by the unbridgeable gap of sin which made all his inten- 
tions contravene the divine commandments, regardless of whether they 
resulted from cognition or from emotion. Thus the term denoting the 
rational and salutary incention of God could not apply without consid- 
erable qualifications being added, to the human will. The difference 
between both kinds of intention could not simply be pointed out, ac- 
cording to the philosophical tradition, in terms of greater and smaller 
shares in reality or intellect and sensuality. 
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The Greeks had no word which could become the philosophical term 
for che notion of pure will, since words like BowAnoic or mpoaipeaic had 
important intellectualistic connotations, especially in philosophical or 
scientific terminology. Roman jurisprudence, on the other hand, could 
offer an unmistakable term to denote the idea of pure volition with spe- 
cial regard to man. Moreover che word w/untas was likely co have some 
terminological value even in the general usage of Latin as pointed out 
above. This again could lead to its terminological use in other fields 
of speculation without its being deliberately fixed as a new technical 
term. Voluntas had already been used to render the Greek words which 
denote the will of God in Greek theology of the third and fourth cen- 
turies. St. Augustine adopted it as an unmisrakable term for a new no- 
tion in the field of anthropology, ethics, and soteriology, where it was 
to play an important part for many centuries of medieval and post- 
medieval philosophy. 

There is no doubt about the fact that voluntas denotes an anthropo- 
logical concept in St. Augustine's theology and philosophy. The idea of 
sheer volition had to be expressed in his specific doctrine about man's 
life, thought, and salvation. Yet the juristic term voluntas designated a 
hermeneutic rather than an anthropological concept. It was invented to 
grasp the intention which underlies words or formalized actions, but it 
was far from giving the psychological explanation or moral evaluation 
of human action. For this very reason, voluntas in legal usage did not 
explicitly refer co the origin of will in either cognition or emotion or in 
both. The legal relevance of human voluntas in a given case could al- 
ways be ascertained objectively, but only on the basis of che judge's or 
advocate's interpretation of the words or deeds in question, in which 
alone that volantas was present. The absence of any psychological im- 
plication from this concept of will turned out to be particularly useful 
for its application to Christian doctrines of ethics and soteriology. 

Thus the new notion of the pure will of man which St. Augustine 
invented and introduced into the theological discussion of ethical and 
soteriological problems seems to have resulted not entirely from its in- 
ventor's introspection and self-analysis, nor did it simply derive from 
Neoplatonic ontology. The word voluntas designated a hermeneutical 
rather chan an anthropological concept in Roman jurisprudence and, 
we may suspect, sometimes also in general Latin usage. St. Augustine 
transferred this concept to the field of psychology," thus creating a 
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tool for interpreting and classifying psychological observations inde- 
pendently of che traditional patterns of philosophical psychology. He 
was able to attach his own psychological insights to che word voluntas, 
since the psychological connotations had been absent from its previous 
terminological usage. Together with its new psychological connora- 
tions the word for the new concept could easily be applied to soteriol- 
ogy, ethics, and gnoseology in order to describe precisely the voluntar- 
ism which underlies the Biblical tradition. 

St. Augustine was, in fact, the inventor of our modern norion of 
will, which he conceived for the needs and purposes of his specific the- 
ology and in continuation of the attempts of Greek theologians, who 
developed their doctrine of the Trinity in terms of Neoplatonic ontol- 
ogy. He took the decisive step towards the concept of human will by 
reinterpreting a hermeneutical term as an anthropological one." This 
eventually led him to an adequate philosophical description of what the 
Biblical tradition caught about man's fall, salvation, and moral con- 
duct. But in doing so, he was greatly helped and tacitly guided by the 
Latin vocabulary '" of his time. 
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ALBERT WIFSTRAND showed as early as 1942 (Eranos 
40.16—26) that ()@éAw and BovAonu— which had been characteris- 
tically different from each other both semantically and idiomatically in 
Archaic and Classical Greek (e.g. Plat. Rep. 437B or FGH 140 F8)— 
became synonymous in the course of che Hellenistic and Roman period. 
BowAopai was used, because of its predominance in late classical Attic, in 
literary texts, 8éA@ in those which were nearer to the spoken language. 
Thus BovAopaı occurs more frequently—occasionally many times more 
often than B&Aw— in Polybius and Aristeas, Philo of Alexandria and 
Plutarch, Dio Chrysostom and Lucian, whereas 06A dominates in Epic- 
tetus and Marcus. Some authors, though, prefer 06A, either because of 
affected simplicity in their narrative (e.g. Charito, Longus), or in imita- 
tion of early Attic and Ionic (Arrian) where (&)06Ac had covered a much 
larger semantic area. In grammatical texts both verbs are used indis- 
criminately, when their specific use is not the point under discussion 
(e.g. Schol. Dion. Thr. p. 400.5 Uhlig). The expanding use of 8éA@ in 
the spoken language is well attested in non-literary papyri. 

Fifty-nine private letters dating from the last three centuries B.C. 
which Witkowski selected for his edition offer 06Ac 10 times and ßov- 
opa: 11 times. There is no indication in these texts that the two words 
were regarded as being different in meaning. Sixty-four private letters 
of che first to fifth centuries A.D. which have been edited by Hunt and 
Edgar as no. 105— 169 of their collection of non-literary papyri repre- 
sent, wich regard to differences in style and erudition, a comparable set 
of texts. They offer 24 instances of 6€A@ and 9 of BovAopau. The latter 
only occurs in a few pieces of the third and fourth centuries which at- 
test comparatively high standards of language and avoid 8éàw alto- 
gether. There is hardly any indication that a semantic difference be- 
tween foóAopai and 6éAw was felt on this level. The applicant of Pap. 
Colon. 52.6 (third century A.D.) uses the formula BovAopaı éxovoíoc to 
denote his willingness to take over a job. Bo6Aopai, according to the 
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strict use of che word in the philosophical language, always implies 
that a decision comes from deliberation and is, therefore, voluntary. 
The writer of Pap. Colon. 52 apparently has no such feelings about Bov- 
Aopaı. It seemed to him simply more apt than 6éAw, and he adds a 
special expression of his willingness. The archive of Petaus (ed. Youtie- 
Hagedorn, Kóln 1972), which includes 127 official documents dating 
from a few years of the late second century A.D., has only 4 instances of 
éw against 22 of BovAopaı. In the public documents published as in- 
scriptions from Hellenistic and Roman times that are assembled in Dit- 
cenberger's collections the average proportion of 0£Ào and BouAopaı is 
1:3.5, with no considerable variation either in meaning or date of che 
documents. BoóAopa1 was preferred, for stylistic reasons, both in litera- 
ture and in public use throughout the Hellenistic and Roman periods. 
The technical term to denote the last will was BovAnpa, never B&Anpa. 
OeAnpáuov, in the same meaning as BovuAnpáuov (will, testament), 
does not appear in the Greek papyri until the sixch century A.D. 

Many passages in literary texts, too, particularly from the Roman 
period, testify to the fact that the two verbs are largely identical] in 
meaning and are chosen for stylistic reasons only (Cass. Dio 43.15; 
Herodian bist. 3.14.2; Clem. protr. 4.4— GCS 1.48.18; Numen. fr. 
24.15 Des Places; Sext. Emp. yp. 2.167; Origen in Matt. comm. 
14.3=GCS 10.278 and 18-21; Athan. c. Ar. 35.15 — PG 25.308; 
Greg. Naz. or. theol. 3.6— PG 36.80—82). 

This can be seen from a detail. Throughout the post-classical period, 
and sometimes even before, we occasionally find foóAopa: denoting ar- 
bitrary rather than deliberate choice. The anonymous sophist whose 
treatise has been preserved in a fourth-century B.C. speech, falsely at- 
tributed to Demosthenes (or, 25.26), contrasts legal order (vöpog) and 
individual arbitrariness (BoWAnoic). In the lengthy discussion about 
whether words (and their inflections) originate from coining at random 
and the hazards of social convention or according to the rational order 
of nature (W. Spoerri, Späthellenistische Berichte über Welt, Kultur und 
Götter [Basel 1959] 134ff) words like BobAopa, 06A, to/untas appear 
in a well-established terminology which describes the process of arbi- 
trary giving of names (Ammon. in Aristot. de interpret. p. 35.15 Busse; 
Varro, /ing. Lat. 8.21). According to the account of Agatharchides, the 
tribe of Fish-eaters on che east coast of Africa ate où npóc pétpov xai 
oraßpöv, GAAG npóc tv ékáorou Bouänoıv Kai xápiv—that is to say 
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quite unreasonably and without much deliberation (Phot. Bibl. p. 
449b29f). 

Sull, there are some indications that the semantic difference which 
existed in some way or other between (£)8&Aw and BowAopau in the early 
language did not entirely disappear, even apart from the archaistic— 
and sometimes mistaken—use of @éAq in classicistic literature. 

Scholarly philosophy, as can be seen from its regular terminology, 
had always been aware of the intellectualistic implications of the mean- 
ing of BoóAopai, which denotes, in its traditional use, deliberation plus 
decision rather than volition: nàoa BobAnoıg v Aoyıotık@: all BovAnorg 
is to be located in man's rational faculty (Arist. top. 126213; de an. 
432b5; M.M. 1187b35; cf. Plat. Gorg. 467C ff; 509A ff). This concept 
was kept throughout the philosophical tradition. Stoics and Platonists 
defined BowAnaic as £üXoyoc (reasonable) (Stob. 2.87.14 W.H.; ps-Plat. 
def. Á13C), and the pseudo-Stoic definition of 6éAnoig as floóAnoig 
(Stob. 2.87.15) makes no sense in that terminology. It seems to have 
been propounded only for reasons of completeness, because 8éAnoic 
never enjoyed terminological status in Hellenistic philosophy, and was 
even condemned by the Atticists (Poll. 5.165). BowAopai, BowAnoic, 
alongside npoaipecic, npooipeio0at, always pointed, in the language of 
ethical theory, to a voluntary, deliberate decision in the field of moral 
conduct, fundamentally different from any instinctive or natural way of 
behavior. Philosophy never adopted (£)8éAeiv in that sense. 

This philosophical use of BowAopai, which persisted during the 
whole post-classical period, derived from classical usage, both Attic 
and non-Attic. In Euripides’ Helena Theonoe describes herself saying 
£y népuxd v evoePeiv xai BowAopar: "I am pious by nature and I wish 
to be (pious)" (998). (Leontius vit. lobann. p. 76 Gelzer, some one 
thousand years later, formulates this somewhat more crudely: nóg 
éyévou éAerjpov; éx qOoeoc f| &autóv Biacápevoc; "How did you become 
merciful? From nature or did you force yourself?") Lysias praises those 
who have been killed in action calling them men pūvieg KaA@s Kai 
yvövteg ópoíce: “nobly born and similarly minded" (or. 2.20); An- 
docides attacks his opponent (1.95): 6 návtov novnpóratoc xai Bou- 
Aópevoc eivai toioürog: "of all men the basest, and wishing to be such." 
Similarly, BovAnoıg, 61ávoia or mpoaipeoic are used as comprehensive 
terms to speak of the moral conduct of life (Isocr. antid. 7, 69, etc.), 
and in literary theory the same words are used co distinguish the con- 
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scious and deliberate use of a certain literary style from a natural gift or 
talent (Cic. de or. 2.92/93; Dion. Hal. de Dem. 3). 

The philosophical and technical use of BowAopai in post-classical 
Greek drew its origin, as we have seen, from the ordinary usage in clas- 
sical Greek which no longer persisted, wich its specific relationship to 
(£)8&Aw, in Hellenistic and Roman times. Yet Ammonius, whose classi- 
fications apply to non-philosophical, though literary, language of about 
A.D. 100, prescribed the use of BotAopar only with reference to Goa 
Àoyixá, reasoning animals, i.e. men and gods, whereas (&£)0£Àc could 
be said of both GAoya xai Aoyıkä õa, creatures without and with reason 
(diff. verb. 110 Nickau). Hellenistic grammarians repeatedly noted that 
BovAopaı and (6)86Ac were synonyms in Homer (Hesych. Lex. B 930, E 
653, © 223 Latte; all these glosses derive from commentaries on Ho- 
mer). This is true by and large, though sometimes foóAopa, together 
with fj, rioÀó or pàÀXov, has the precise meaning of "to prefer on the 
basis of preceding deliberation” (e.g. Od. 3.232 c. schol.; IZ. 16.387 
and 11.319), which is never attested with equal clarity in che much 
more extended Homeric usage of (&)8EAw. Sometimes oUx é86Ao, "I am 
not prepared," is explicitly combined with àAAà Bovkonaı, "but I pre- 
fer" (Od. 9.96 and 15.364). BoóAopa: is extremely rare in extant lyric 
poetry (cf. Rutherford, Phrynichus 189 and 415f), so that the ancient 
grammarians were likely to become aware of differences in meaning 
which existed between BoóAopar and 0éÀc in poetical and classical 
Greek, in contrast to cheir own, contemporary language. This is also 
attested by the attempt to revive rhe literary use of (€)8éAc¥ in the At- 
ticistic movement. (For the persistence of &0&Aw in post-classical Greek, 
see L. Rydbeck, Fachprosa, vermeintliche Volkssprache und Neues Testament 
[Uppsala 1967] 172.) 

So we may assume from this evidence in grammatical and philosoph- 
ical texts, that there was a certain awareness among the educated of che 
specific meaning of both 6éAw and BoóAopai, apart from their different 
stylistic value and regardless of their alternative usage in contemporary 
language. The anonymous author of the earliest extant version of the 
novel of Alexander (ps.-Callisth. 2.37 Kroll), whose text represents 
rather low standards of literary Greek in the second or third century 
A.D., narrates that Alexander deliberately rejected (oux rjfouAn0n) a 
counsel because of his desire (B&Awv) to see the ends of the world. 

To return co our point of departure, che use of BoóAopai in che con- 
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text of Galen's polemics against the Biblical concept of creation is sur- 
prising, for Galen was a well-trained Platonist. Did he react to the 
usage he found in Jewish or Christian texts? The Septuagint fundamen- 
tally differs from the literary usage of post-classical Greek. It offers 162 
instances of (£)06Ào and only 132 of BowAopar. The canonical books of 
the New Testament have an even greater proportion of 0éÀo with the 
sole exception of the Acts of the Apostles (see G. Schrenk, Th. WN. T. 
3.43—63). Goodspeed lists 115 entries of 6éÀo and 36 of Bowkopaı 
taken from Christian literature between the New Testament and the 
middle of che second century. The apologists in the second half of the 
second century, however, offer B&Aw 49 times and PowAopai 127 times, 
which corresponds to the literary usage of post-classical Greek as repre- 
sented in Polybius, Philo of Alexandria, or Plutarch. In the third and 
fourth centuries, eventually, che Christian use of the two verbs came to 
show no significant differences from that of non-Christian authors, as 
can be seen, for instance, from the writings of Clement, Origen, or 
Athanasius. 

It is hard to decide whether the predilection for 86Ac in the Sep- 
tuagint and in the earliest texts of Christian literature simply betrays 
the influence of spoken Greek, or whether 6éA@ was deliberately chosen 
to render various Semitic words denoting volition, in order to avoid the 
intellectualistic connotation of foóAoga. At any rate, the earliest 
Christian texts simply continue, with regard to this detail, the usage of 
the Septuagint and foreshadow the further expansion of 8éÀc in the 
spoken language from Roman to Byzantine times which led to the con- 
ditions in spoken Modern Greek. This can be seen from early Byzantine 
hagiography. Theodorus' Laudatio of St. Theodosius (ed. Usener) from 
the early sixth century has 3 examples of BovAopaı and 8 of H&Aw, Leon- 
tius’ Lives of St. Tycho (ed. Usener), St. Symeon (ed. Rydén), and St. 
John the Almsgiver (ed. Gelzer), all dating from the early seventh cen- 
tury, 42 of Boúdopa: and 82 of 06A. (Wifstrand p. 35 wrongly at- 
tributes conditions prevailing in the theological literature to early 
hagiography.) In all these texts, of which only the prologues and epi- 
logues were written in a somewhat elevated style, 0éÀc absolutely 
dominates in direct speech with its vulgar vocabulary, and can be found 
in a great number of idioms such as 8éAeve n01@ (Do you want me to do 
2s s 2); or 06Aí iva (I want to. . .). But there is no definite difference 
in meaning between Oéàw and BoóoAopa:. 
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SOME SCHOLARS have recently objected to the opin- 
ion, so widely presupposed in the anti-Gnostic literature of the Platon- 
ists and early Christians, that Gnostic doctrine of all sorts and kinds 
announced salvation only to those whose predetermined nature was ca- 
pable of receiving it, independently of their own endeavor. L. Schot- 
troff (ZNW Beih. 37 [1969] 638), E. H. Pagels (VChr 26 [1972] 
2416), E. Mühlenberg (ZNW 66 [1975] 172ff), Barbara Aland (Nag 
Hammadi Studies VIII [Leiden 1977] 148ff), K. Koschorke (Wort und 
Dienst 14 (1977) 51), and others strongly reject che view of R. Bult- 
mann and his school, according to which in Jewish-Christian thought 
as opposed to Gnostic determinism the concept of Entscheidungs- 
dualismus can be taken as a distinctive feature. They argue that the for- 
mula qoe o@leodaı (salvation through one's nature), though well at- 
tested in Valentinian Gnosticism (Exc, Theod. 56 and 61), cannot fairly 
account for the Gnostic concept of salvation in general, since many 
Gnostics regarded man's free and conscious decision to accept the mes- 
sage as the decisive step in the process of salvation. 

Undoubtedly many Gnostic texts, especially those from Nag Ham- 
madi, which testify co Gnostic beliefs directly rather chan through the 
medium of anti-Gnostic polemics, exhort the pneumatic man, who has 
already received the salutary message, to strive for further knowledge 
and to maintain the ascetic conduct of life in a permanent chain of vol- 
untary acts. Orherwise he may lose his distinctive quality (e.g. Ev. 
Thom. log. 1 {Nag Ham. Cod. II]; Test. Ver. p. 41.4 and 43.5f (Nag 
Ham. Cod. IX]; cf. K. Koschorke, ZNW 69 [1978] 9 1ff; Ev. Phil. p. 
64.29 {Nag Ham. Cod. II]). But the strong appeal to man's moral re- 
sponsibility after he has accepted che salutary knowledge does not nec- 
essarily imply that salvation itself entirely depends on his decision and 
is, therefore, offered to everybody regardless of his previous ontological 
standing. On the contrary, freedom of decision presupposes the accep- 
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tance of the salutary revealed knowledge (Test. Ver. p. 43.5— 10 [Nag 
Ham. Cod. IXJ). 

On this particular problem, the evidence of our texts, both polem- 
ical and non-polemical, is hard to evaluate. First, it is not always clear 
whether a Gnostic myth points to a cosmic event that may determine 
the nature of a given individual, or whether it refers to something that 
goes on in the human mind. The Apocryphon Johannis (p. 13.16ff 
{Nag Ham. Cod. III]; cf. C. Colpe, J^AC 19 [1976] 123) attributes 
the origin of nveupatikoi and wuyikoi (pneumatic and psychic charac- 
ters, respectively) to different cosmogonic acts. This corresponds to the 
neat subdivision of che various classes of men according to their capac- 
ity for being quickly saved, saved with some complications, or not 
saved at all (Apocr. Joh. p. 62.20ff and 67.14ff; Pap. Berol. 8502 
Apocr. Joh. p. 32.3ff {Nag Ham. Cod. III}; Apc. Ad. P. 67.14 [Nag 
Ham. Cod. II]; Test. Ver. p. 31.7-10 [Nag Ham. Cod. IX]). It is 
hard to believe char this difference exclusively derives from the act of 
decision which the individual performs in accepting che message, since 
nowhere do we find in Gnostic literature a statement comparable to 2 
Cor. 5:15 or Tit. 2:11, that the message has been offered to everybody. 
Ev. Ver. 30/31, che most important Valentinian text, seems to indicate 
the opposite, and according to Corp. Herm. 1.26 only those will be told 
the message who deserve it. That rhe salutary knowledge is given by 
the sheer grace of God does not necessarily imply that everybody is by 
nature able to receive the gift (Ep. Petr. p. 140 [Nag Ham. Cod. 
VII). 

Secondly, statements about faith and love leading to salvation ( Exc. 
Theod. 67.2; Carpocrates ap. Iren. haer. 1.25.5) can fit into a deter- 
ministic or non-deterministic context equally well, since faith may well 
be explained in terms of decision and, as can be seen in several Gnos- 
tic texts (Exe, Theod. 56.3; Basilid. ap. Clem. Alex. strom. 5.3.2), in 
terms of a cognition to be performed by the pneumatic nature of che 
privileged, Moreover, most Gnostics, especially in a Christian environ- 
ment, explicitly taught the elect to respect the religious and moral stan- 
dards of the Biblical tradition (Koschorke, ZTAK 74 (1977] 32381), re- 
gardless of their being the élite of the faithful. (This may have been 
different in the case of the pagan Hermetics: cf. Corp. Herm. 12.5—8.) 
So it does not seem fair to suppose that Clement of Alexandria put for- 
ward his argument in strom. 2. 10. 1—2,11.2 either mala fide or grossly 
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mistaken about the intention of his Gnostic adversaries. He says that 
Valentinus and Basilides alike did away with npoaipeong (choice, free 
decision), as they attributed salvation to the privileged nature of the 
pneumatics. Similarly, Origen (princ. 3.1.8) opposes those who destroy 
man's aute£ouonov (self-determination and freedom) in their ethical and 
soteriological theories by introducing different classes of human nature 
in their exegesis of St. Paul's doctrine of predestination (Rom. 9:18). 
Incidentally, both the conception of mankind being subdivided accord- 
ing to endowment with divine substance and that of a particle of Light 
residing, along with body and soul, in every human being is attested 
in Gnostic texts (e.g. Exc. Theod. 56f; Corp. Herm. 1.26 and 9.3f; 
Asclep. 29). No one should underrate the diversification of Gnostic 
teaching in pagan, Jewish, and Christian environments. But it cannot 
possibly be due to mere chance that all orthodox and heterodox Chris- 
tians—together with their colleagues of the schools of philosophy— 
who wrote against the Gnostics of various denominations unanimously 
opposed their opponents’ deterministic doctrines on salvation and 
stressed the importance of man's free decision and the intended salva- 
tion of everybody instead. 

E. Mühlenberg and Barbara Aland have argued that Heracleo the 
Valentinian in his interpretation of John 8:44 derives man's salvation 
or his attachment to evil from his deeds rather than from his nature. 
They regard Origen's assertion that Heracleo attributed faith and salva- 
tion to man's quaixT Katagkeun (natural constitution) (in Job. comm., 
GCS p. 235) as being as mistaken as the testimony of Clement quoted 
above. Aland even understands the terms ovoia and qois (substance 
and nature, respectively) in Heracleo's description of the classes of 
nveupauxoí, wuyixoi, xoikoi (pneumatic, psychic, earthly characters) 
as referring to changing moral condition rather than unchanging na- 
ture or substance. It is hard to believe that Heracleo, who was an edu- 
cated man very much like his teacher Valentinus, could have used such 
terms in a philosophical discussion quite against their meaning, unless 
he was deliberately trying to mislead his non-Gnostic readers—suc- 
cessfully in the case of Origen— which is highly unlikely. 

The crucial text in this respect seems to be fr. 46 Völker, which has 
been preserved from Heracleo's commentary on the Gospel of St. John 
and contains six more or less specific details of his doctrine. (1) "Ex wi 
navpóc oi 61afóAov (from your father, che devil) in John 8:44 denotes 
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£x tig oDoíac toU 61afóAovu (from the substance of che devil) and refers to 
the xyoixoí. (2) Tac émi8upíac tod matpdc Bekere noigiv (you choose to 
carry out your father's desires) in che same verse indicates that the 
devil, being a prj öv (non-being) and, consequently, restricted to nega- 
tion and destruction, has no 6eAnpata. (The Platonic view of evil as ph 
óv and of BeAnpa or foóAnpa as intention originating from the cogni- 
tion of the better was shared by orthodox Christians; cf. Adamant. 
dial. 3.2; Athan. incarn. A=PG 25.104.) (3) Those who like and fulfill 
the wishes of the devil are different from the yoixoi, who are called gú- 
o£ toU &iafóAou vioi (sons of the devil by nature). They have to be un- 
derstood as the wuxixoi who become the adopted (@é0e1) children of 
Satan because of their behavior according to the wishes of their master. 
Some of them, however, can be called vioi Beoü xai púoe: Kai 0éoe! (sons 
of God by nature and adoption), which implies that some of the yu- 
xixoí will be saved because of both their nature and their moral and 
voluntary performance. (4) Those who love and fulfill the wishes of che 
devil become his children without being so by nature, which again 
points to the natural predisposition for salvation of the wuyikoí. (5) 
Three meanings can be attached to the word son (vióc): q6oc vioí (sons 
by nature) have been generated by their father, yvoyn vioi (sons by 
purpose) have become sons from no1eiv tò 6éArpa tod riatpóc (doing the 
will of the Father), and ä$iq vioi (sons by rank or worth) are those who 
are called sons of darkness, sons of injustice and the like in the Scrip- 
tures. (6) Sons of darkness have not been generated by the devil, since 
his power is restricted to destroying. They become sons of darkness 
from their doing the works of darkness. 

The content of that fragment does not seem as enigmatic as some 
scholars have rendered it by their interpretation. First of all, statement 
(5) certainly does not point to the three classes of nveupauxoi, wuyikof, 
xoixoi; it merely describes three façons de parler. According to (3), the 
yoixoí are attached to evil by nature, and the word á£ía denotes "stand- 
ing, dignity, worth" rather chan “meric.” So the group of á&ía uioí (sons 
by rank or worth) could have been easily exemplified by the nvevpan- 
Koi as well, as is the case in Dial. Sot. p. 143.14 (Nag Ham. Cod. Ill), 
where this class is called "Sons of Truth." 'A£ía uióc (son by worth) only 
means, in the view of Heracleo, that the religious or moral standing of 
an individual can be described by that metaphorical expression. 

Fragment 46 does not say anything about the pneumatics, whose sal- 
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vation comes from their insight into the causes of their sins, whereas 
the psychics only attain the simple knowledge or consciousness of their 
sins, which, however, suffices to save chem (frr. 20 and 40). In fr. 46 
the interest clearly is concentrated upon the psychics, who are capable 
of becoming good or evil. Statement (3) on the choics, whose substance 
is wholly earthly, and who are explicitly called «qoe tod S:aBdAou vioi 
(sons of che devil by nature) apparently contradicts che Platonizing doc- 
trine of che sterility of evil put forward in (6). The physical attachment 
to evil of this group cannot be adequarely described in terms of genera- 
tion. But if the xoikoí do not participate, in some way or other, in the 
divine substance of Lighr, they are, in fact, as non-existent as their "fa- 
ther," thus really sharing his oboia or qoic (substance or nature, re- 
spectively) without being generated by him. 

Heracleo's doctrine corresponds exactly to the classification of men 
according to their being saved immediately and without hindrance 
(mveupatikoi, pneumatics), saved with some complications and not in 
every individual case (wuyixoi, psychics), and not saved at all (xoikoi, 
earthly men) (see above p. 99f). The divine knowledge, whose revelation 
brings about salvation, can be accepted only by those who are pre- 
disposed for cognition, according to Valentinian theory (Ev. Ver. 11). 
It is of no essential importance whether one attributes this quality to 
divine election or creation. Determinism can be founded on the belief 
in creation or nature as well as on that of divine election. But it seems 
clear that in the view of Heracleo the wuxırög (the psychic man), ap- 
parently the representative of average human nature, has the natural 
faculty of being saved, but must also contribute to his salvation by 
means of his own npoaípeoic. 

In the Apocryphon Johannis even the xoikoí or oapxixoi (of the earth 
or of the flesh) will—eventually— be saved. But the strong determinis- 
tic tendency prevailing also in this piece of Gnostic literature has 
caused the author to add, quite against che usual Gnostic tripartition, a 
fourth group of those who can by no means receive the salutary knowl- 
edge (pp. 35.2ff [Nag Ham. Cod. III] cf. C. Colpe, JLAC 19 [1976] 
124). 

The deterministic view which Christians and Platonists (e.g. Tert. 
adv. Marc. 2.5—9, dean. 21.6; Plot. 2.9.14; Simplic. in Epict. ench. p. 
70 Dübner) attributed to Gnosticism in general did not pervade all 
Gnostic schools and currents in the same way. Apparently, chere were 
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tendencies to restrict the deterministic approach and to strengthen the 
idea of man's freedom and responsibility in soteriology and ethics. But 
the attempt to explain fall and salvation in terms of myth and ontology 
rather than referring these essentials of religious experience to the doc- 
umented history of man, which was made again and again in the Gnos- 
tic movement, inevitably led ro deterministic conceptions of man's des- 
tiny—and this was duly noted in the early Church. The attachment to 
philosophical ontology, however, became predominant in the Gnostic 
systems of the second century. 

The philosophical background of these Gnostic systems does not 
seem compatible with the theory of E. H. Pagels. She rejects the alter- 
natives freedom of choice/determination in her reconstruction of Gnos- 
tic, especially Valentinian, anthropology: the pneumatics have been 
elected for salvation by the will of God, the psychics are qualified for 
salvation and said to deserve it by their own endeavor, but not elected, 
whereas the choics have been elected for damnation. This conception, 
according to Pagels, was developed from the exegesis of St. Paul's Epis- 
tle to the Romans and cannot be adequately described in terms of phil- 
osophical anthropology, since it testifies to the predominantly religious 
experience of election. 

This interpretation of Valentinianism does not account for the neat 
tripartition of man which is alien to St. Paul and comfortingly weakens 
his doctrine of predestination. It is, in fact, hardly possible co explain 
this conception of Rom. 9 in terms of an acceptable and coherent on- 
tological or anthropological theory. No one can distinguish the elect 
from the non-elect, as foreseen in Sr. Paul's doctrine, by a convincing 
philosophical argument. St. Paul's ceaching appeals to faith rather chan 
philosophical understanding. Yet by the careful tripartition which the 
Valentinians and other Gnostics introduced into the interpretation of 
the Epistle to the Romans, they succeeded in adapting the harsh and 
alarming doctrine of predestination to che requirements of philosophi- 
cal anthropology. The yuyxixoi exactly meer the standards of average— 
that is to say predominantly Platonic—anthropology in the second 
century. Man is capable of moral progress and even perfection because 
of his natural endowment as a rational being, but he has to reach the 
goal through his voluntary moral conduct (mpoaipeong). Strict and inex- 
plicable determination which inevitably results from the attempt to 
understand divine grace in terms of an ontological system, has been 
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restricted, in che field of anthropology, to the two marginal or excep- 
tional groups of men, pneumatics and choics, respectively. The tradi- 
tional standards and values of philosophical ethics work perfectly well 
in ordinary social life, despite the supra-rational content of che salutary 
knowledge which has to be accepted, with all its deterministic implica- 
tions, by an act of fundamental assent. 

Origen mentions only choics and pneumatics in his refutation of 
those who destroy the freedom (atteEoGoiov) of man by introducing 
different kinds of human nature destined either for salvation or damna- 
tion (princ, 2.5.2, 3.1.8; cf. 2.9.5, where the distinction between dif- 
ferent natures of men is simply attributed to Marcio, Valentinus, and 
Basilides without further specification). Perhaps Origen was aware of 
the Valentinian doctrine of the psychics as pointed out by Heracleo. 

St. Paul's concept of predestination as set forth in Rom. 9-11 is of 
the utmost austerity and acceptable only for those whose religious zeal 
and consciousness of being the elect outweigh the longing to find the 
standards of human justice in the rule of God. Origen as well as the 
Valentinians circumvent the stumbling block of so offensive a doctrine 
in different ways, but without refuting the apostle. They open up a 
large field where human activity can be performed and morally evalu- 
ated according to exclusively rational standards. Divine grace, inex- 
plicable as it may be, provides the basis of human existence, lends help 
in all adversities and difficulties of life, secures the future beyond the 
limits of time and space, but directly operates in exceptional cases only. 

The same need for an area of calculability and predictability in 
human life appears in an entirely different doctrine, which was devel- 
oped in medieval Scholastic philosophy. 

The will of God is free, his power unlimited, his plans unfathom- 
able. Consequently, everybody has to be prepared, at any time, to meet 
with God's unpredictable interference and with the inexplicable utter- 
ance of His will. This apparently goes beyond the faculties of man as a 
rational and moral being. Only faith can endure the idea of being ex- 
posed to God's unlimited power. That is why God has created and 
structured the universe according to rules that are open to human un- 
derstanding. In dealing wich his creatures God only uses His potentia 
ordinata (His power expressed within and through the order of the uni- 
verse). Philo had already introduced this difference; see above p. 92. 
Thus man is able to rely on his reason in the conduct of his physical and 
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moral life, whereas his salvation depends on the grace of God, which is 
but one aspect of his potentia absoluta. Again, overwhelming religious 
experience has been harmonized with confidence in the human intellect 
as the guide in social life. 

(Dr. K. Koschorke kindly gave me most valuable help in my dealing 
with the intricacies of Gnostic tradition.) 


NOTES 


Full references co authors and abbreviared titles cited will 
be found in the Bibliography. 


CHAPTER I 


l. Gal. de part, 11.14 p. 158.2 Helmreich, The passage is 
thoroughly discussed by Walzer, RAC 8 (1972) 780ff. 

2. Galen used the verb foóAopa: to describe, in this context, the unlimited 
power and arbitrariness which the Jews attributed to the divine Creator: We, 
the Greeks, ot xóv pèv (sc. God) BouAn@ijvar Aéyopev, tac 6E (sc. che eyelashes) 
£U00c yeyovévar pů yàp äv, und’ ei nupiáxic BowAndein, yevéoGar nov’ Gy toraurag 
èk 6éppatoc paAako0 negukuiac. (We do not say that God determined and eye- 
lashes came ro be directly; for they would not, not even if he wished a thou- 
sand times, have grown thus from soft skin.) A few lines below, though, he 
refers to the same quality of the God of the Jews by the verb 06Yo: návta Aap 
eivaı vopicei (sc. 6 Mwuong) th Qep Guvará, Kav el uiv véppav inrov fj Body £0£Ao1 
noiviv, (For Moses thinks that all things are in God's power, even if He wished 
to make a horse or cow from dust.) This lexicographical derail is worth noting 
(see Appendix I). 

3. The Jews fervently opposed Epicurus because he denied divine prov- 
idence (Jos. ant. 10.11.7 88 277-281; cf. W. C. van Unnik, Romanitas et 
Christianitas (197 3] 341—355). So Galen might have known of that particular 
point of disagreement between Epicureans and Jews; the latter sided, in that 
respect, with Stoics and Academics. The same applies to the early Christians. 
To deny divine providence must have been regarded by them as much worse 
than the certain lack of respectability (cf. Schmid, RAC 5 [1962] 779f and 
792f) the Epicureans had in che view of many educated people in the first and 
second centuries A.D. (cf. ps.-Clem. recagn. 8. 1ff and 10ff, bom. 20 and 21). 
Epicureanism opposed the rest of Greek philosophy in that it did not consider 
the universc as structured and ruled by reason. That is why perfeccion in moral 
life, according to Epicurus, resulted not from any kind of congruity between 
the intention of che individual and the cosmic order, but solely from the con- 
gruity between che intention of man and his own, individual nature. This 
difference was duly noted by the Christians: Didym. i» Eel. 7.13 Kramer- 
Krebber (PapTextuAbh 16 [1972] 42-44), 

4. According to Plato's Timaens, the most influential cosmology of the 
Greek philosophical tradition, the universe as created by che Demiurge repre- 
sents a perfect rational order, The same conception prevailed also in later Pla- 


159 


160 Notes for Pages 1-3 


tonism (e.g. Cels. ap. Orig. c. Cels. 7.68). It is only in che permanent exis- 
tence of the universe chat its creator's will comes in: the universe is bound to 
last, because che Demiurge does not want to destroy it (Plat. Tim. 41A/B). 
5. A century later Alexander of Lycopolis in Egypt, presumably a Platonic 

philosopher, argued against Manichean cosmology, which attributed the emer- 
gence of the universe and its further destiny to a First and Second Will (Boú- 
Anna), along the very same lines. “What sense can it possibly make to attribute 
to God something that cannot even reasonably be attributed to man? For the 
term BoVAeoßaı, used in such a context, implies chat something (logically) im- 
possible is being spoken of and, furthermore, one should not use the word 
BovAsodaı (with reference co God) too easily, even if something possible is 
being dealt with" (Alex. Lyc. adv. Man. 26 p. 39 Brinkmann): 

tic 6 Aöyog Gea avadeivaı 

npaypata à oux én’ ávÜpornov 

xaÀóc éxer ünovociv; tò yap 

abuvarov npóocot up pooAccta! 

éni 1v root, mpd tò unbe 

tù BoóAeo8a: xüv Buvandv fi 

npoxeípos xprjvar Aéyeiv. 


It has to be remembered that BovAonaı denotes, in the Platonic tradition (cf. 
Plat. Gorg. 467E), intention based on the knowledge of what is really good 
and reasonable. 

Manichean cosmology further developed the Gnostic conception. Expound- 
ing cheir dualistic doctrine, the Gnostics made extended use of the Platonic 
devaluation of the sensible world. However, they applied the devaluation co 
the whole of creation. According to a recently edited text from Nag Hammadi 
(Cod. XIII p. 39.27; cf, Maséon 87 [1974] 368f) che Archon Jaldebaoth 
(called also Saklas and Samael) is stupid enough to regard himself as che Su- 
preme Being and to create for this reason the present universe by his arbitrary 
decision. It goes without saying that this sort of universe does not convey, 
through its order and structure, any knowledge of the true Supreme Being, 
nor can the human intellect, which is bound co use its power within che limits 
of the existing universe, arrive at the true knowledge without divine and su- 
pranatural inspiration or revelation, 

6. According to Epicurus and his followers, nature is more powerful than 
the gods, who do not care for the destiny of eicher che universe or man. But 
Lucretius seems to formulate that opinion even without special regard to Epi- 
curean theology (5. 309£): nec sanctum numen fati protollere finis | posse neque adver- 
sus naturae foedera niti. 

7. E.g. Aristot. phys. 195b31—198a13 with the commentary of H. 
Wagner, Aristoteles Physik (1967) A66ff and Alex. Aphrod. de an. p. 179.6f 
Bruns. 

8. Among the Plaronists, Porphyry formulated the most coherent theory of 
prayer. The ultimate goal of prayer is che union of the human mind with the 
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divine (ad Marc. 11, abstin. 2.45f; cf. Plat. Tim, 90C; Aristot. fr. 49 Rose; 
Plot. 5.1.6). Unifying one's mind with the divine is an act of cognition which 
causes both purification and salvation, But since no man can attain, through 
his own intellectual effort, perfect and direct cognition of God, prayer, being 
an attempt at cognition, implies the element of confidence in God's perfect, 
immutable rationality which can be gathered from observation of che racional 
order of nature (abstin. 3.11; Sall. de deis 14.3). Reason, though perhaps partly 
transcending the potential of the human mind, provides the common ground 
where God and man can meet and communicate, even according to Neo- 
platonic speculation which strives to get in touch with the suprarational One. 
(Where philosophy, however, was regarded as a means to make explicit and to 
deepen the understanding of divinely, supranaturally revealed truth, as in 
Hermetism, in the tradition about Apollonius of Tyana, and also in some 
branches of the late Neoplatonic school, prayer could, in fact, divert the 
course of events as foreseen by nature [cf. Damasc. vit, Isid. pp. 96-98 
Zintzen].) The creed underlying the main stream of Greek philosophy does 
not differ too much from the opinion attributed to Themistocles by Herodotus 
(8.60 y): if man, in his planning, fails to keep to the reasonable (oixóa), God 
is not willing (oUk £06Ae1) to support his intention (yvópn). Herodotus’ saying 
is prudential rather than speculative. Still, che basic belief that che divine 
order is immutable and that, consequently, che gods cannot possibly change 
their mind (for this could only restrict their perfection) is as firmly established 
in Herodotus' Histories as in Platonic philosophy. Even the gods' inclination 
to curb everything that is prominent (qiMéei yàp 6 Beög xà ünepéyovta koAóueiv 
2.41), which leads them to acts of outrageous injustice according co human 
standards, does not result from whims and freaks, but is intended to preserve 
the cosmic order in which no individual man is allowed to trespass over the 
boundaries set to all mankind. Xerxes is prepared to revise his first decision, 
by which he has offended against the divine law. But the gods do not allow 
him to follow che right course he has, in the end, deliberately chosen. They 
force him, by means of a deceptive dream, back to his first srep, in order to 
arrange the catastrophe and to show by way of example che full punishment of 
his initial mistake. These gods are not free to act solely according to their will. 
They watch over a cosmic order that embraces themselves. So prayer and sacri- 
fice performed before decisive battles and the like were supposed to ascertain 
existing conditions rather than to influence the intention of che gods. This can 
be clearly seen from Herodotus' account of the battle of Plataea (9.61/62). 
Yahveh, on the other hand, drastically changed the punishment which had 
been solemnly pronounced because of King Ahab’s repentance (1 Kings 
21:29), and an extended bargain with Abraham leads him to repeated modi- 
fications of his plans (Gen. 18:22-32). Yahveh is even willing to answer an 
oracular question (Judg. 6:37—40) or to announce his interference with 
human affairs by the laws of his own creation (Josh. 10: 12/13). There is no 
rule, either cosmic or moral, that cannot be upset, without losing its further 
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validity, by an act of will of Yahveh. That is why prayer means something 
different in the Biblical tradition and in Greek literature and philosophy (cf. 
Severus, RAC 8 [1972] 1134— 1258). 

9. Plato, in particular, stressed the idea that cosmic or divine order can 
only be perfectly rational. This is pointed out in connection with the proof of 
the existence of the gods, which is, in Plato's view (cf. also Aristot. fr. 11 
Rose), che essential presupposition of social and moral standards (Leg. 888D ff, 
cf. H. Górgemanns, Beiträge z. Platons Nomoi (1960] 193f with further refer- 
ences). According to chis doctrine, both cosmic and moral life as they unfold 
under the divine rule constitute an uninterrupted chain of deed and recom- 
pense. Man, though intellectually incapable of ascertaining its full extent, 
should firmly believe that everything that has been done is going to be com- 
pensated in due proportion (Leg. 898D —899D). There is no Supreme Will at 
work which could possibly modify or even interrupt the sequence of deed and 
recompense by disregarding, in some way or other, che prearranged and 
strictly rational order of being. Thus man can rely on universal justice. Motion 
without order, which points to the existence of an animating though non- 
rational factor (Leg. 896C ff, Epin. 988C), precedes the activity of the Demi- 
urge, who has animated and structured matter by reason, chus creating the 
universe as an image of his own, perfect rationality (Tim. 30A ff), which is 
both beautiful and just. 

St. Augustine, on the other hand, rejects the idea that anything caused by 
the sheer will of God could possibly be explained in terms of reasoning. This 
applies, for instance, to che Final Judgement, where the many are going to be 
condemned and the few saved. This cannot be understood in terms of logical 
calculation, according to the principle of deed and recompense, nor can the 
sufferings of Job or the election of St. Paul be explained in that way (civ. D. 
21.15). 

In these and similar passages St. Augustine gave a very adequate interpreta- 
tion of che Biblical ideas about creation and the destiny of man. Greek phi- 
losophy, except for the Sceptics and Epicureans, consistently sought to cor- 
roborare the archaic belief that social order and moral standards had their roots 
in the order of nature as established and maintained by the gods. That is why 
Plato tried to understand social and political order as che magnified model of 
the human soul which, in its turn, represented the perceptible aspect of che 
universal order of being. The Stoics, arguing in a different way but facing the 
same problem, derived all moral and social standards from the gift of so- 
ciability which man has been given by nature. Thus philosophy could easily 
interpret, in its own terms and concepts, the close interconnection or even 
identification of natural and social order which people had always tried to es- 
tablish by means of myth and cult, especially by che cule of the rulers in the 
Hellenistic and Roman periods. This can be seen from the many treatises nepi 
BaoiAeiag (concerning kingship) which were written at that time (ps.-Ecphan- 
tus, Corpus Hermeticum XVIIL, Dio of Prusa and many others). They all try to 
demonstrate that the monarchical system of political rule, and all che moral 


Notes for Page 3 163 


and social values for which it stands, are deeply rooted in che divine or cosmic 
order, which man can perceive and explain by his intellectual efforts, for it is 
perfectly rational. 

The Biblical approach is quite different. The social community of the peo- 
ple of Israel does not result from the natural sociability of men. It has been 
created by an act of divine will which can be ascertained in the commandments 
of God (e.g. Exod. 19:3-8; Ezek, 2:21f and 4: 1). The special relationship 
between God and his people, according to che Biblical understanding, does 
not primarily guarantee, as in most archaic cultures, the accordance between a 
human society and its natural environment. The Israelites have co obey che 
orders of their God, that is all they can do (cf. G. v. Rad, Theologie d. AT 1* 
[1969] 267 — 273). Even rituals do not constitute, according to their theologi- 
cal interpretation in many passages of the Old Testament, some sort of com- 
munication between man and God, bur rather establish che community of 
men on the order of God (Deut. 12:7; cf. W. Eichrodt, Theologie d. AT I? 
[1962] 93ff). 

Virtually the same applies to the Christians. They are not membra unius cor- 
poris, limbs of a single body, because they realize, as do che Stoics (Sen. «f. 
95,52), the natural brotherhood of men. Their sociability is not provided by 
nature. It results solely from their being reconciled wich God through an in- 
comprehensible act of divine will or grace. Thar is why their primary relation- 
ship connects them with their redeemer. They are limbs of the body of Christ, 
and by no means limbs of the cosmic body (Rom. 15:26f; 2 Cor. 1:4 and 
9:13; Eph. 2:11—22; 1 John 1:3 and 6f, Heb. 2:14). So moral standards 
cannot be derived, in the Christian view, from the structure of the universe 
and its perfectly rational order. They emanate from the will of God through 
His orders and commandments and have to be met, accordingly, by repeated 
acts of human will. 

10. The Stoics offered a proof for the existence of God drawn from the ra- 
tional order of the universe, which can be perceived and evaluated by the 
human intellect (e.g. Cic. nat. deor. 3.27). This doctrine was attributed to 
Socrates too (Sext. adv. math, 9.98—102; cf. Xen. Mem. 1.4.5), perhaps 
rightly, because it was held by Plato and his followers (e.g. Phileb. 30A ff; Leg. 
897B ff) and virtually shared by all schools and sects of Greek philosophy, 
except Epicureans and Sceptics. The incomprehensibility of God, as spoken of 
in the Old Testament (e.g. Wisd. of Sol. 9: 13 tig yap áv8poroc yvooeıaı Bou- 
Any Beoü, fj tig &vdupnoeran ti Hedeı ò kópioc [For what man will know the plan 
of God or what man will ponder what the Lord wants?]) prevented men from 
drawing the inference from the nature of creation to its creator, nor could the 
state of moral or religious perfection, that is to say existence in accordance 
with God, be understood as resulting from knowledge in che Greek or philo- 
sophical sense of the term. Philo tried to bridge the gap between the two con- 
cepts by his doctrine of revelation: the human mind is widened and illumi- 
nated by divine revelation, so that it can attain some kind of direct cognition 
of God and dissolve what seems to be contradictory, in the order of being and 
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in God's activity, to natural understanding (cf. U. Früchtel, Kosmolog. Vorstel- 
lungen bei Philon [1968] 164-171). Virtually che same is taught by Justin a 
hundred years later (dial. 4. 1): the human intellect, in its natural condition, is 
incapable of achieving direct cognition of God, unless it has been supranatu- 
rally equipped with divine nveüpa (spirit). Consequently moral perfection, 
living in accordance wich God, can be defined, by such an interpretatio Graeca 
of Biblical ideas, as the result of knowledge (e.g. æg. alleg. 3.113; cf. RAC 6 
[1966] 698f). The Biblical concept of sin, though, did not fit in wich that 
syncretistic anthropology and had to be described, quite against the Greek or 
philosophical understanding of nature, as an essential part of human nature 
(e.g. vit. Mos. 2.147; cf. Z. Knuth, Sändenbegriff bei Philon (1934]). 

The problem of whether the perfectly rational order of nature, which the 
human intellect can ascertain by its own efforts, has any bearing on the cogni- 
tion of God, who is, according to the Biblical tradition, incomprehensible and 
whose orders have to be obeyed rather than understood, was continually dis- 
cussed throughout the history of che early Church (cf. St. John Chrysostom, 
L'incomprébensibilité de Dieu, ed. Cavallera-Daniélou [1951] Introduction p. 
16ff with further references). 

11. The monotheistic tradition of Greek philosophy goes back as far as 
Xenophanes (B 23-26 D.K.) and was maintained throughout the classical 
and post-classical periods (e.g. Plat. Tim. 28A ff and Cleanthes SVF 1.537). 
Antisthenes (fr. 29 Decleva-Caizzi) taught that there are many gods xarà 
vöpov (according to law or custom), but only one xaxà pücıv (according to 
nature). It was this monotheistic conception which Greek intellectuals dis- 
covered in the Old Testament (cf. Ps.-Aristeas 132; Philo, de opif. mundi 
170-172). 

12. That is why the close interconnection of the cosmic order and justice 
among men, both being warranted by divine rule, was an old topic of philo- 
sophical speculation: Vlastos, CPh 41 (1947) 106ff. 

13. We disregard, in the present context, che changes in Hebrew thought 
as documented in the different layers of Biblical tradition, for no Greek intel- 
lectual or Christian theologian who had to deal with the Old Testament was 
thinking of such a historical development. 

14. I could not obtain J. L. Glisson, "The Will of God as Reflected in 
Greck Words" (diss., 1951). 

15. God's power and faithfulness are spoken of as che reason for the creation 
and maintenance of che universe and ics regularity in Ps. 33:4— 10. 

16. Priscillian (tract. 5 p. 63f; cf. H. Chadwick, Priscillian [1976] 76) re- 
futed philosophic doctrines on the eternity of the universe and its cyclic 
changes on the basis of the simple argument that the cosmos entirely depends 
on the unpredictable will of its creator. See also C. M. Edsman, Mélanges Ped- 
ersen (1946) 11-44. 

17. The topic is treated by K. Bannach, Doppelte Macht Gottes bei Wilhelm 
von Ockham (1975). 

18. "Pagan authors of Hellenistic and Roman imperial times knew more 
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about Moses than one might commonly expect": J. C. Gager, Moses in Greco- 
Roman Paganism (1972) 102. The material has been collected by M. Stern, 
Greek and Latin Authors on Judaism 1 (1974). 

19. The topic of q1àocogía páppapoc (Barbarian philosophy) which was very 
important throughout che history of Greek thought, has nor been adequately 
treated so far. For some material see A. M. Malingrey, Philosophia (1961); 
Waszink, EutrFondHardt 3 (1955) 139—182; H. Dörrie, Romanitas et Chris- 
tianitas (1973) 99—118; id., Antike u. Universalgeschichte (1972) 146—175; 
Gager (above n. 18), 36. 

Megasthenes' statement (FGH 715 F 3) that no cosmological doctrine of the 
Greeks had not been previously formulated by the Indian Brahmans or the 
Jews is repeatedly quoted by Christian auchors such as Clement and Eusebius. 

20. The anonymous author of the treatise On the Sublime interpreted, about 
a century before Galen, the wording of Genesis 1:3 (einev 6 Beò yevéo0c —xai 
£yévevo [God said let there be (light)—and there was (light)]) as che most ap- 
propriate description of divine 86vapic (power). He did nor refer to God's free 
decision to create whatever He likes (9.9). Cf. Gager, 42ff. 

21. This can be seen, for instance, from the part played by the notorious 
sacramentum infanticidii (ritual cating of children) in antijudaic, later on also 
antichristian, polemics (Jos. c. Ap. 2.91ff; Democritus FGH 730 F 1; Justin 
dial. 10.2; Athenag. suppl. 3). For che social and political motives char un- 
derlie che antijudaism of the early imperial period see Braunert in Gesch. in 
Wiss. u. Unterr. (1975) 521—547 and below n. 32. 

22. Cf. Whittaker, Phoenix 21 (1967) 196-201. 

23. Socrates and the Stoics, however, were inspired only Kava oneppatikoü 
Aóyou pépoc, ob Kara navtóc Aóyou yyaoıy Kai Bewpfav as Justin writes (apol, 
2.7/8). Complete knowledge of che divine will became possible only in conse- 
quence of the incarnation of Christ. That is why all the titles and epithets of 
Christ derive Ëx te tod Unnpeteiv x narpiko BovAnpatı kai éx vod and vou rratpóc 
Bedńoe: yeyevvijotai (dial. 61). Again, the will of God can be ascertained by 
the human mind only because of the example of perfect obedience that has 
been given in the life of Christ. 

24. Ic was generally agreed among Christian theologians, once cosmology 
had been integrated into a system of Christian theology, that God's BowAnoicg 
suffices for che creation of the universe, and that the creator has no need for any 
kind of raw material (e.g. Orig. princ. 35.5; Aug. c. Prisc, 3). That is why it 
had co be held against Arius that the Logos could not possibly draw his origin 
from che will of the Father but rather, being no creature, only from his oboia 
(essence) (e.g. Athan. c. Ar. 3.60). On the other hand, even as religious- 
minded a Platonist as Numenius in the second century A.D. was firmly con- 
vinced that God needs matter as the potentiality out of which he creates the 
universe (fr. 52 des Places = Cade. in Tim. p. 295 Waszink). The same view 
was held by his Christian contemporary Justin. But conditions changed, not 
only on the Christian side. The emperor Julian, in che middle of the fourth 
century, blamed Moses for having taught a cosmology according to which God 
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created the universe simply by shaping preexisting matter (c, Gal, 49E Neu- 
mann; cf. Gager, HebrUnCollAnn A4 [1973} 99). Obviously such a doctrine, 
though well-founded in the philosophical tradition, is by no means compati- 
ble, in the view of Julian, with che dignity of a Supreme Being. According to 
this view, God as the ultimate cause of being has to precede the differentiation 
into matter and intellect, as does the One of che Neoplatonists and their pred- 
ecessors. 

25. Regardless of all attempts, above all in the fourth century A.D., to rec- 
oncile the philosophical concept of nature and the Biblical idea of creation, 
most Christian theologians were perfectly aware of the difference. Hippolytus, 
for instance, stressed his belief that God Himself is not limited in His activity 
by any law He has given to His creation (77 Dan. 1.8.2.4; cf. Aug. civ, D. 
21.8). Ambrose reminds one of his addressees of the unbridgeable gap be- 
tween God and His creation which is usually overlooked by the Greek phi- 
losophers (ep. 44.1; cf. in Hex. 6.2.7). Basil replaces che oneppatikóg Aöyog 
(seminal reason) of Stoic cosmology, which provides rational order, life, and 
creativity all over the world, by the will of God. God is free to interfere with 
the regular cosmic process wherever He pleases, as can be seen from the fact 
that the plains of Egypt are nor flooded, although they are below the level of 
the Red Sea (Basil, in Hex. 4.3; cf. Aristot. meteor. 352b20). Another problem 
arising from this debate can be seen, for instance, in Prudentius (c. Symm. 
1.305— 330): Greek philosophy had always taken its main argument in proof 
of the divine character of cosmic order from the regular, mathematically de- 
scribable, and predictable motion of the heavenly bodies. The Stoics had even 
justified the practice of astrology by chat particular argument. Prudentius re- 
versed the argument: the stars reveal, by the strict regularity of their motion, 
that they are subject to a powerful will that has given them laws and is, conse- 
quently, free to interfere with the cosmic process. The faithful, having a direct 
link with the owner of that powerful will, is free from being determined by 
the cosmic order. Astrology and its prophecies do not apply to him. This was 
an important issue throughout the history of the early Church (Just. apol. 
1.61.10; Tar. or. adt. Grac. 9.2; Hieron, «p. 96.16.2; cf. Gundel, RAC 1 
[1950] 825—830). Similarly, Irenaeus’ main objection against Gnostic cos- 
mology and its decerminism, which identifies necessity and reality, is based on 
the firm belief that the divine will does not admit any bounds to its freedom 
(cf. Meijering, Neder/Theal Tijdschr 21 [1973] 26— 33). 

On the other hand, the Christians adopted very eagerly che philosophical 
argument according to which che existence of a supreme Creator and ruler of 
the universe can be gathered from its perfectly rational structure (Xen. mem. 
1.4.8; Plat. Phileb. 30A; Sext. adv. math. 9.98— 101; Cic. nat. deor. 3.27). 
The argument is already repeated and adapted to the use of the Christians in 
the first epistle of Clement (53)—inrerestingly enough, togerher with the 
well-known apologetic topos according to which Judaeo-Christian and pagan 
examples of perfect virtue can be measured by the same standard (cf. H. 
Lietzmann, Handbuch zum NT 3.1 [1919] 39f ad Rom. 2: 14— 16). Justin of- 


Notes for Page 6 167 


fers the same cosmological doctrine about fifty years later (apol. 1.20). The 
term Boúànpa, used of the intencion of the Creator (8.5), seems to point, in 
such a context, to God's perfect and comprehensive planning rather than to 
His freedom in deciding whatever He pleases. BovAnaıg, the will of the Creator 
and Ruler of the universe, could always be interpreted along the lines of Plat. 
Tim. ÁLA—B: the intention of the Creator is perfectly rational, so that this 
very intention causes the rational structure and regular motion which matter 
enjoys in the cosmic order; but this contradicts the uniqueness and unpredic- 
tability of God's action in bringing about salvation (cf. Meijering, VChr 28 
[1974] 15—28). There is no need for a concept of will in such a cosmology. 
Even the Creator's desire co extend his own perfect rationality by permanently 
creating other beings that partake in the cosmic order is implied in che con- 
cept of universal reason, This aspect of Platonic cosmology became particularly 
popular in late antiquity, even outside the scholarly tradition of Platonic phi- 
losophy (Cat. cod. astrol. 9.1 p. 113.22). 

There were, however, some essential constituents of the Christian faith 
which were hard to explain in a coherent doctrine along these lines. One was 
the idea of a creatio ex nibilo, so deeply rooted in the Biblical tradition. This 
concept was always retained, with a few exceptions (see G. May, Schöpfung aus 
dem Nichts (1978]) by che Christians (Rom. 4: 17; Herm. vis. 1.1.6 and mand. 
1.1; 2 Clem. 1.8) and was kept alive, in che early Church, in liturgical texts as 
well (const. Apost. 8.12.7). It contradicted philosophical cosmology of the tra- 
ditional type, in which reason was primarily regarded as the animating and 
structuring factor in the universe, creation being mainly considered an act of 
organizing, shaping, and vivifying. Accordingly, something unstructured and 
unanimated had to underlie and, consequently, to precede in time the activity 
of the Creator or Demiurge. The coming to being of this something, mostly 
defined as matter, could not possibly be ascribed to the Creator, who had es- 
tablished a perfectly rational order of the universe. Aristotle's doctrine of po- 
tentiality and actuality removed the problem, for he kept everything chat is 
not yet structured or animated by reason outside the realm of being proper. 
Along these lines Philo could even interpret the Biblical idea of creatio ex ni- 
bilo: matter itself, being dead and unorganized, is, in fact, a pù dv (non-being) 
before che beginning of creation (prov. 1.8, div. ber. 160), which can be said, 
therefore, to be a creation out of nothing. Even time has been created together 
with the cosmos, for time results from motion (opif. 8-10, perhaps taken 
from Eudorus). 

Yet, strictly speaking, this sort of reasoning did not agree with the Biblical 
account of the creation. If everything, including marter or potential which is 
not yet structured by reason or brought to reality, had to be created by an 
initial, though perhaps repeated, act of divine will, che perfect rationality of 
creation could not be maintained, If, on the other hand, stress was laid, ac- 
cording to the philosophical tradition, on the perfect rationality of the cos- 
mos, even the Biblical account had to be interpreted as reporting how the di- 
vine Creator shaped and animated the preexisting matter, as Justin taught 
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against the Biblical tradition (apol. 1.20 and 41, dial. 5). The solution offered 
by che Gnostics, who ascribed the existing world to a divine creator of minor 
dignity or even evil intention, thus limiting the activity of the Supreme God 
to the realm of the intelligible, could not serve as che basis of a lasting social 
order and of its set of ethical values. Finally, in the fourth century, Gregory of 
Nyssa explicitly ascribed the creation of an infinite potential to the Biblical 
Creator, But at che same time, he holds that che perfectly rational order of the 
present universe and all its further unfolding has already been prearranged in 
that potential. Creation began when God made the inexhaustible potential 
and all its possibilities, which meet the requirements of perfect rationality. 
Creation has been continuing ever since, for reality is always unfolding accord- 
ing to that infinite porential. Thus che sharp contrast between the condition of 
matter before and after the act of creation, as expounded in che Timaeus, was 
considerably softened, as was che Biblical concept of creation out of nothing 
initiated and executed by the incomprehensible will of God, who does nor 
limit his activity by any rules or laws which the human intellect can, at least 
partly, ascertain. This idea of creation had never been admitted in philosophi- 
cal cosmology (Plat. Tzm. 30A; Aristot. cael. 279b32; Xenocr. fr. 54 Heinze). 
Gregory did not introduce the notion of a divine will, freely and unpredictably 
interfering with the cosmic process, in order to describe che incomprehen- 
sibility of the act of creation. In this particular detail we note a remarkable 
difference between his cosmology and his brothers. The incomprehensibility 
of God's activity is merely an aspect of che infinite potential represented by His 
creation which is, in itself, perfectly rational (Basil, Homélies sur l'bexaéméron, 
ed. S. Gier [Paris 1949], Introduction pp. 30f with further references). 

Another essential detail of Christian belief which was incompatible wich 
philosophical cosmology referred to che resurrection of Christ and its soterio- 
logical interpretation. Here even Justin freely admitted chat no explanation in 
terms of philosophical doctrine was available (apo/. 1.19), and simply quoted 
Luke 18:27: "The things which are impossible with men are possible with 
God." 

26. Orig. c. Celi. 6.538, cf. 5.14. 

27. Heraclides Ponticus (fr. 49/50 Wehrli), however, argued the other 
way: divine power can be seen from the fact that God is able to produce mira- 
cles against the rules of His own creation and without abolishing them for the 
future. This doctrine was quite unusual in fourth-century philosophy. Cf. F. 
Wehrli, Schule des Aristoteles 10 (1959) 112. 

28. Orig. c. Cels. 4.23 and 7,45; cf. 3.44, 55, and 59. 

29. Dórrie, NAWG 2 (1967) 23—55, esp. 36—41. The concept of áppntoc 
Suvayic (ineffable power; i.e., incomprehensible to reason and therefore not 
necessarily expressing che perceived natural order) clearly points to che limita- 
tions of an entirely intellectualistic approach to both ontological and ethical 
problems. 

30. Orig. c. Cels. 6.78f. This remained an important point in polemical 
and apologetic theology. St. Ambrose, for instance, insists on the fundamental 
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congruity between the Christian doctrine and the philosophia barbarorum (ep. 
37.34-36). 

31. It is hardly mere coincidence that che first Christian to attack Greek 
philosophy in a way similar co Galen's and Celsus' opposition to the Judaeo- 
Christian tradition belongs to exactly the same period, that is to say the seven- 
ties of the second century. Unlike his teacher Justin, Tatian insisted on the 
incompatibility between Plato and Moses and tried to demonstrare, in his Ora- 
tio ad Graecos, that the Greek philosophers surreptitiously took some pieces of 
wisdom from the writings of Moses who had lived, after all, no less than 400 
years before the Trojan War (ad. Graec 31). On the exact date of Tatian, see 
Clarke, HThR 60 (1967) 123. 

32. Diodorus (34.1.3), Horace (sat. 1.4.143, 5.100, 9.70), Quintilian 
(inst, 3.7.21), Tacitus (bist, 5.4f), Juvenal Gar. 14.103ff), and of course, 
many passages in Philo and Josephus testify to a widespread antijudaism of 
educated people in the early imperial period. Its main justification was the 
alleged misanthropy and xenophobia of the Jews. Hostility and discrust to- 
wards the Jews is referred to as a normal attitude, quite incidentally, in a pri- 
vate letter dating from A.D. 41 (BGU 1079). 

33. Cf. Dórrie (above n. 29) 24. In the language of Plato, howcver, 
owtnpia (salvation) in chat spiritual sense demands an explanatory addition 
(owtnpia vis wuxijc: salvation of the soul, Leg. 909A). Zowupía in che sense of 
physical health, maintenance of physical integrity, did nor disappear from ei- 
ther spoken or written language during the imperial period, as can be seen, for 
instance, from private letters; CPh 22 (1927) 243 (2nd century A.D.), BGU 
423 (2nd century A.D.), P. Ox. 939 (Áth century A.D.). 

34. Cf. H. Dörrie in Le néoplatonisme (1969) 17ff. 

35. Cf. Verdenius, Phronesis 12 (1967) 91-97. 

36. It is still an open question when the problem of the transcendence of 
the Supreme Being started to be systematically investigated again in scholarly 
or professional philosophy and, above all, when the method of "negative theol- 
ogy,” first attested in Albinus! Didascalicus (10), was developed. See below 
n. 36. 

The problem which Plato denoted by the formula énéxeia xíjc otoíac (Rep. 
508B / 509A) was extensively treated in che Early Academy by Speusippus, 
Xenocrates, and others, in connection with supposedly Pythagorean doctrines. 
I need not enter into the much vexed question of whether and to what extent 
Plato's own “unwritten doctrine,” especially his lecture nepi vàya8oG (On the 
Good), had already given a detailed treatment, as the partisans of Plato's Un- 
geschriebene Lehre tty to demonstrate (cf. the useful collection of testimonies 
given by K. Gaiser, Platos ungeschr. Lehre (1963] 446—556). Harold Cherniss’ 
prudent analysis of Aristot, met. 987a29f still offers the best guidance towards 
a possible distinction between Plato and his immediate successors on the basis 
of Aristotle's testimony (Aristotle's Criticism of Plato? (1946] esp. 170— 198). 
The outcome of this intensive speculation, however, can be described, regard- 
less of all differences between individual philosophers, sects, and groups, 
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along the following lines: che source or, to use a different metaphor, the sum- 
mit of reality is the One, which unites and thus transcends every kind of rela- 
tivity and all sorts of contrast che human mind can grasp either by evaluating 
sense perception or by using its own speculative abilities. The One also pre- 
cedes the split between perceiving and perceived by which intellectual cogni- 
tion is conditioned. Consequently, the One is not open to full rational under- 
standing. It cannot become the content of knowledge. The human mind can 
only get in touch with che One, by becoming aware, chrough its own effort, of 
the first step of differentiation that causes che unfolding of reality. Aristotle 
was fully aware of the possibility that che Supreme Being is beyond any kind of 
intellectual perception. 'O Beds fj voüg écuv (god is either mind)—and conse- 
quently, open to intellectual cognition—ñ énékeivá x1 tod vou (or something 
beyond the realm of the mind), he wrote in his lost treatise On Prayer (fr. 49 
Rose). Later on, in Neoplatonic ontology, énékeiva wot voü (beyond the realm 
of the mind) became a standard predication of che One (Plot. 5.3.13; Porph. 
sent. 25; Iul. or. 11.3 Lacombrade). But Aristotle's own ontology, which was 
being worked out with permanent and special regard to the doctrine of che 
early Academy and its Pythagorean elements, superseded the problem of tran- 
scendence as formulated and discussed, on the basis of Plato's Theory of 
Forms, in the Academy. Chiefly with the aid of his elaborate concept of poten- 
tiality and his theory of the nature and origin of motion, Aristotle succeeded 
in designing a model of reality of which even the summit was open to a full 
rational understanding. In doing so he created, co a large extent, the basis for 
the materialistic systems of the great Hellenistic schools, though remaining, 
in his doctrine of spirit and matter, a loyal Platonist. Still, according to the 
Aristotelian concept of reality, ideas such as indirect knowledge of the Su- 
preme Being, intellectual contact with the One as distinguished from its intel- 
lectual cognition, the turning of one's mind towards the unattainable summit 
of being, did not make much sense. But all these ideas indicate neuralgic 
points where either the ultimate cause of being or the ultimate goal of human 
life can no longer be spoken of in terms of intellectual activity. The notion of 
will, however, had not yet been invented at that time. Negative theology, as 
expounded by Albinus and later Platonists, is only one of the methods to cir- 
cumvent the concept of will in the field of ontology. 

The question of the transcendent, as posed by the early Academy and super- 
seded by Aristotle, seems to have been present throughout the Hellenistic pe- 
riod in a lower stratum of philosophical speculation. Pseudo-Archytas (Stob. 1 
p. 279 W.H. = ps.-Pythag. p. 19 Thesleff) holds chat the One, as che ulti- 
mate cause of everything, transcends both Being and Thought. Therefore it 
cannot be grasped by the human intellect nor defined, in its creative power, as 
Supreme Intellect. (Supreme Will would have been the adequate term to speak 
of what the author had in mind, but the term was not available.) All attempts 
to assess the exact period to which the extant pieces of pseudo-Pythagorean 
literature belong have failed so far (cf. EntrFondHardt 18 [1971] 23-102). 
But the early first century A.D. does not seem too unlikely for the treatise in 
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question (T. A. Szlezák, Pseudo-Archytas (1972]), and there can hardly be any 
doubt that this sort of literature was also being produced before the revival of 
Platonic dogmatism in the first century B.C. 

In the scholarly or "official" tradition of Platonic philosophy the problem of 
transcendence or at least some of its aspects reappear, for the first time to our 
knowledge, in a fragment of che Alexandrian Platonist Eudorus, that is to say 
in the last decades of the first century B.C. (Simplic. in Arist. Phys. p. 181.10 
Diels; cf. Dodds, CQ 22 [1928] 129ff). He taught that the pair of povác and 
aöpıorog Suds (monad and undefined duality, respectively), which provides the 
basis of being and perception, draws its existence from the One (£v), which, 
consequently, is beyond both being and perceiving. 

Eudorus, however, gives no hint of the system of negative cheology so 
prominent in Albinus and later Platonists. On the other hand, Philo of Alex- 
andria makes extended use of that method in trying co show that Yahveh can- 
not be adequately spoken of in terms of human language nor become the con- 
tent of human knowledge (somn. 1.67, deus imm. IL, rer. div. ber. 187, etc.). It 
has been held that Philo invented the method of negative theology in order co 
make explicit, in terms of philosophical investigation, his belief in the God of 
his people. But ic seems highly unlikely that official Platonism as represented 
by people like Albinus cook over any important detail from Philo or any other 
Jewish theologian (cf. Dillon, "The Transcendence of God in Philo," Collo- 
quium, Berkeley 1974). Presumably che concept of negative theology had al- 
rcady been systematized, in the Platonic school, before Philo's lifetime, The 
few pieces of information about Eudorus' metaphysical doctrine do not contra- 
dice che hypothesis chat ic was, in fact, Eudorus who introduced negative the- 
ology into the programme of Academic teaching. 

37. Dörrie, Der kl. Pauly 4.942. 

38. Cf. Wolfson, HCSPb 56/57 (1947) 233—249. 

39. Cf. Whittaker, SO 44 (1969) 109— 124. 

40. Orig. c. Cels. 6.64. Perhaps Origen did not render the formulation of 
Celsus quite correctly, since God is not without any contact with being in the 
view of contemporary Platonic theology. Cf. Dörrie, NAWG 2 (1967) 46. Yet 
the congruity of thought and being is drastically restricted in consequence of 
the underlying concept, at least with regard to God, 

41. Cf, Whittaker, VChr 23 (1969) 91— 104, and H. Dorrie, Gregor von 
Nyssa (1976) 21ff. For che Platonic origin of chat idea (Rep. 501B) see Krämer, 
AGP} 59 (1969) IH. 

42. A. J. Festugiere, Hermes Trismegiste UL (1953) 1098, has brilliantly 
shown the importance of the voluntaristic component in the Hermetic doc- 
trine. First and foremost, man has to become a convert (pewavoriv Corp. Herm. 
1.28) and to turn his attention to the divine message (4.4). The human soul, 
though still lost in che darkness of ignorance, is able to perform this turning 
to the message (4.4f), above all if supported by ascetic practice (9.10 and 
11.21). Thus the act of will precedes the acquisition of knowledge on which 
salvation depends (padeiv 8éAc, axotca: BobAopaı, no8ó üxoügm 1.7; Ban- 
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uodnvan Boukopaı 4.6; HEAw dkoücaı kai BowAopai vorjoar 13.1315 [I want to 
learn, I wish to hear, I long to hear, I wish to be baprised, I want to hear and I 
wish to know]). The way towards salvation or immortality is described as tò 8e 
öuvaodaı yvóvai Kai Oekrjou: kai EArrioaı ó86c éotiv eußeia (the ability to know 
and to wish and to hope is a straight road 9.21). Salvation itself depends on 
knowledge, but cognition that leads to knowledge is initiated by an act of will 
which is unmistakably pointed to by the aorist forms. Sometimes that act of 
will is answered by the intervention of the divine Nous, so that the faithful 
may even gain his salutary knowledge by sudden illumination (1.22. 12/14). 
That is why faith is spoken of so frequently in Hermetic preaching (1.32, 4.4, 
11.1 etc.). The act of will, so badly needed in order to set foot on the path that 
leads to full knowledge, which is, after all, che only possibility for salvation, 
presupposes faith. It has to be performed by the human soul when it is still 
intellectually blind and unable to perceive che object of its confidence (4.9). 

In spite of the vital importance of will in this context, no Hermetic teacher 
ever worked out a coherent theory of will with an appropriate terminology. 
Concepts, notions, and terms used in that philosophy originate from the Pla- 
tonic tradition, where such a theory did not make any sense. The sovereignty 
of che Supreme Being in the cosmic hierarchy (vote ıng abBevriag 1.2) is not 
pointed out, in che Hermetic corpus, in terms of a theory of will either. In this 
respect, Hermetism sticks to the intellectualistic tradition of Greek thought. 

According to a curious doctrine of the Hermetics, God wants to save every 
soul, and every soul is, by its nature, capable of being saved. Yet only a few 
men turn out to be worth receiving the salutary revelation. Of course, every- 
body is considered lost and ignorant in his empirical condition (Corp. Herm, 
1.26; Ascl. 29; cf. lambl. vit, Pyth. 17.72). Again, no attempt is made to 
clarify this religious belief in the election of the few by a theory of will. 

43. A. J. Festugiere, Personal Religion (1954) 109. 

44. Catanzaro, CanadJournTheol 9 (1963) 166—173; Moran, CatholBibl- 
Quart. 25 (1963) 77-87; Kuyper, Interpretation 1 (1947) 490ff. 

45. Botterweck, “Gott erkennen” im AT, Bonn, Bibl. Beitr. 2 (1951). 

46. “Thoughts” in this passage corresponds to Hebrew mahs'böt, which 
has the connotation of both cognition or deliberation and volition, very much 
like BowAnoic or BouAnpata in Greek, The term is rendered by BovAai in the 
Septuagint. 

47. This idea is repeatedly referred to in the Old Testament (c.g. Isa. 13: 19; 
Wisd. of Sol. 1:3 and 9: 17). Wisd. of Sol. 24:29 the plans of Yahveh are said 
to come from a deep abyss. The same image occurs, however, in Aeschyl. 
(Suppl. 1057f) who also speaks of che "dusky ways of Zeus" (Suppl. 87f). For 
further parallels see Wartelle, BAG 13 (1967) 373-383. 

48. Gen. 1:31 and 8 passim; Ps. 8:4, 19 passim and 46:9; Isa. 42:5; 
Dan. 4:32; Wisd. of Sol. 13:3. 

49. G. v. Rad, Weisheit in Israel (1970). 

50. In the language of Christian piety che difference berween the two kinds 
of knowledge was continuously made explicit. Knowledge from revelation is 
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different from wisdom acquired by man's own cognitive effort. The origin of 
the former is described in Eph. 1:9: yvopíoag (sc. 6 0cóc) rjpiv tò nuotijpiov to 
BeArjparog avtoð (God makes known to us the mystery of his will). This 
knowledge, however, has been bestowed on the believers as a divine gift and 
is, therefore, "full" or "complete" (Eph. 1:7 xatà tò nÀoUtoc tfjc xáprtoc aütoü 
ijc énepíoaeuev eig Hpac Ev ndon copia Kai ~povijoei: according to che wealth of 
his grace which he lavishes on us in all wisdom and knowledge), whereas human 
knowledge is deficient (1 Cor. 1:25 and 13:9; Col. 2:3). That is why Leon- 
tius (vit. Sym. p. 152 Rydén) disqualified yvóoi kai copia (knowledge and 
wisdom) which the great Origen, though a heretic, undoubtedly possessed, as 
oUx £k Ocoŭ GAAG quoikóv nAcovéxtnpa (an advantage not from God but from 
nature). On the other hand, copia èx 0e00, wisdom from God, can be be- 
stowed on a man simply by the very fact of his formally entering monastic life 
(copiceaBai p. 134.28). An apparently formulaic prayer which has been insert- 
ed in the narrative of the same Life calls the same knowledge by the term 
ċniyvwoig . . . wg Aylag . . . 1p1á8oc, knowledge of the Holy Trinity, which al- 
ready occurs in the Septuagint (Prov. 1:5), and was continuously used in 
Christian language, from the first century A.D. onwards, to denote the direct, 
supranatural cognition of God and His will (Rom. 10:2; 1 Clem, 59.2; Tat. 
ór 13; Diogn. 10.1; Sim. Mag. ap. Hippol. ref. 6.19, etc.). In ordinary 
Greek, especially in che terminology of science and philosophy, words like 
éniyveoic and énivoia usually refer to some sort of indirect and indistinct 
knowledge that has been acquired by means of inference from sense perception 
and may even belong to the natural equipment of the human soul in its em- 
pirical condition. Aristotle, for instance, ascribed the early énivora of the gods, 
which is now present in every human soul, to those who first realized the order 
and magnificence of the universe. Drawing a conclusion from their being over- 
whelmed, they came to an indistinct knowledge of the existence of the divine 
(fr. 11 Rose). According to orthodox Stoic doctrine, &nívoia, though some sort 
of knowledge at man's disposal, never results entirely from intellectual ac- 
tivity. It depends on direct sense perception (nepimtwaic SVF 2.88). In Plotinus, 
tniyvwoig denotes che indistinct feeling of affinity to the intelligible which 
every soul has been given and which precedes and stimulates intellectual ac- 
tivity (3.5. 1. 18). The same can be called &nivora, which also means some sort 
of secondary knowledge that derives from the primary or direct onc (5.8.7.42) 
which results from direct intellectual perception. 

The difference between Christian and non-Christian usage seems tò me very 
noteworthy in this particular detail. 

51. Meijering, NederlArchvKerkGesch 53 (1973) 147. 

52. H. W. Wolff, Anthropologie des AT? (1974) 68-95, esp. 87ff. 

53. E.g. Aesch. Suppl. 938 and Soph. Trach, 12758. 

54. Isa. 1: 19: obedience of Israel to the commandments of God; Job 39 :9: 
obedience of animals to man. 

55. The same idea occurs also in earlier Stoicism (Chrysippus ap. Epict. 
diss, 2.6.9 — SVF 3.191). 
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56. Cf. Sen. nat. quaest. 2.24.2 and 7.27.6; M. Ant. 10.24. Thus che vol- 
untary motion (xivnoic npoaiperikn) of che heavenly bodies is not arbitrary but 
regular and predictable (Cleom. de mat. circ. p, 150.24 Ziegler). 

57. Characteristically enough, Gregory of Nyssa, the most learned Platon- 
ist among the Fathers, stresses the rational aspect of God's plans and arrange- 
ments (oikovopia) for leading mankind through history co salvation. In his 
view the will of God has to be perfectly rational. His incomprehensibility is 
not due to a lack of rationality but only to che weakness of che human intellect 
(de anim. 11 — 16— PG 46. 105A; in cant, cant. p. 144f Langerbeck). 

58. For this problem in general sec D. Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Mean- 
ings (1967). He concentrates, however, on soteriological terms. 


CHAPTER II 


l. The indispensability of a distinct concept of will in 
modern philosophical thought has been convincingly demonstrated by Har- 
die, Philos. Quart. 21 (1971) 194— 206. 

2. E.g. Shakespeare, Troilus and Cressida M 61 


I rake to-day a wife, and my election 

Is led on in che conduct of my will; 

My will enkindled by mine eyes and ears, 
Two traded pilots 'twixt the dangerous shores 
Of will and judgement. How may I avoid, 
Although my will distaste what I elected, 
The wife I chose? 


Or Romeo and Juliet M 27£ 


Two such opposed foes encamp them still 
In man as well as herbs, grace and rude will. 


Or Goethe, Hermann und Dorothea 1.85f 


Denn was Verstand und Vernunft nicht immer vermögen, 
vermag oft 

Solch' ein glücklicher Hang, der unwiderscehlich uns 
leitet 


Thomas Rosenmeyer drew my attention to the first quotation. 

3. E. R. Dodds, Greeks and the Irrational’ (1959) 6 and 105. For the early 
Greeks see H. Fränkel, Dichtung u. Phil, d. fr. Griechentums (1962) 87f and 
446. The absence of the concept of will in Greek moral philosophy is also 
discussed by Franz Dirlmeier in his commentary on Aristotle's Nicomachean 
Ethics (1956) 327f. 

4. See above Chapter I, n. 2 with App. I and Joüon, R«3R 30 (1940) 
227—238. At 1. 6.522 Hector blames Paris for his conduct: you are a 
qualified warrior (äAkıpoc), but you shrink from the fight voluntarily (&x@v 
pedieig) and you are not prepared (ouk &éAeic) co enter the battle. The contrast 
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of 6éAw and Boukopaı comes out most clearly in Eur, Ade. 281 Mai GéAwW oo 
npiv Gaveiv à BouAopai, "I am willing to tell you before I die what I wish.” 

5. Cf. M. 20.250; Hes. op. 721; Ak. 341 L.P.; Eur. Med. GOO, 614, etc. 
Later on there was no difference in meaning between 0éAo and BodAopan, cf. 
Epict. diss. 2.14.7. 

6. Sce also Hdt. 1.32.1 or Heraclit. B 32. In the language of cult and re- 
ligion, 8éàw, without further specification, can describe the suitable attitude 
of God and man (Aesch. Suppl. 144f): 

OtAouoa 8’ aŭ OeAouoav äyva 
y' émóéco Aide kåpa 


(Let Zeus’ holy daughter look affectionately on my devotion.) 


The graciousness and benevolence of the goddess and the devoticn of the pray- 
ing woman are pointed to by the same term. In a similar way, xäpıg can denote 
the right attitude of both the giver and che receiver of a gift. 

7. Cf. Coulon, RAM 103 (1960) 116. The difference between various verbs 
of volition in classical Attic can be ascertained most clearly in Plato's Protagoras 
(341D) where Socrates says: | am prepared (&BeAcıv) to explain what Simonides 
wants (61avoeioBai) to convey in his poem, if you have decided ‚BobAeodaı) to 
test my ability co handle ancient poetry. Aiavoriotai is the intention of the 
author as seen from the content and the meaning of his work, &86Aciv. the 
willingness of a man who has no objections against the intentions of orhers, 
and BouAeodaı refers to both decision and foregoing deliberation. 

8. Snell, Phil, Untersuchungen 29 (1924); Fritz, CPA 38 (1943) 79ff, 40 
(1945) 223ff, 41 (1946) 124; Zucker, in Studies to Robinson (1949) 1064ft. G. 
Jäger, Nus (1967) gives an extensive survey of the prephilosophical use of 
voeiv, voügand diavora. He argues that Plato kept the tradicional unity of cog- 
nition and intention in his cheory of moral action, especially in the Gorgias. 
Yet, in the view of Plato, cognition which leads to right action refers to che 
eternal forms rather chan to the details of the given situation in practical life 
(172f). For words of basically intellectualistic meaning used to denote inten- 
tion in archaic and classical Greek see, e.g., I. 4.361 (ei6évai), Pind. Nem. 
5.18 (voeiv), Inscription of Darius I, dated 494 B.C., SIG * 22 (vouc), Hipp. de 
aer. 16 and Isaeus 1.7 (yvópn), Eur. A/e. 1080 (yvóokev). 

9. This even applies to che metaphorical usage of npoaipeaic in che sense of 
"literary style," for the underlying idea is that of a deliberate choice of stylistic 
means. That is why ripoaíproic, in chis sense, is used as a synonym of foóAnoig. 
(E.g. Dion. Hal. de Dem. 3.) The contrast between deliberate choice and un- 
affected speaking is referred to in Dion. Hal. de Ioer. 3: népuxev rj Auoíou Aéfic 
Éyeiv tò xapiev, ù 6e "Iookpátouc PowActai, "Lysias! discourse naturally contains 
the pleasant element, but Isocrates consciously cultivates this element." The 
same distinction can be made in the description of human behavior: "Eyó 
népuKa v' eboeßeiv Kai BooAopa:, "I am by nature and deliberation pious,” says 
Theonoe in Euripides’ Helen (998). 
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10. AG in the language of Doric laws has, in fact, the implication not only 
of willingness bur also of intention (e.g. Leg.Gort. 2.35 and 3.18). The same, 
however, applies to 6éÀc in the legal usage of other dialects, as can be seen 
from the inscription in Schwyzer, Exempla no. 619 (Mytilene) where GéAwv 
corresponds to Attic èx npovoíac. But even apart from legal usage 6é\w some- 
times has a strong connotation of volition in non-Actic dialects. Heraclitus, 
for instance, uses chis word to refer to the torality of emotional striving: Bup@ 
páxeo8Bai xakenöv- 6 tı yàp dv GéAn, wuxfg velita: "Ic is difficult to war with 
the spirit, for whatever it wishes it buys at the expense of life" (B 85). 

11. Tevvaiov Anpa (Pind. Pyth. 8.45); cünóAepov Arpa wuxfg (Simonid. 
fr. 140 P.); oùx GtoApoy Arpa (Ar. nub. 457 lyr.); Añpa Boúpiov (Aristoph. equ. 
756f lyr.); Anparog nÀéog (Hdr. 5.111); Anau tev auxei Oeomáüc eüpixopoc 
(Epigram on che Thespians who were killed at Thermopylae: Griech. Ver- 
sinschriften 5 Peek) "courage"; Afparog káxq (Soph. E/. 1427; Aesch. Sept. 616) 
or kaköv Arpa (Eur. Alc. 723) “cowardice”; ópóv Arpa (Soph. Ant. 471) 
“harshness”; &oxe .. . peyádav áváxav . . . Apa Kopovidog (Pind. Pyth. 3.25) 
"desire"; Gupé . . . , kánioxe Arjpa Kai oðévoç Beootuyés (Neophr. Tr. G. F. 15 F 
2.4) "fury"; ánóxopov Ajpa (Eur. A/c, 981) “recklessness.” 

12. I prefer Bernays’ tà afoıpa to Diels’ tò nAfypa for tò alvıypa of the man- 
uscript tradition, 

13. The same applies to the use of tAnivaı in Attic tragedy and elsewhere. 
Cassandra has freely and knowingly decided to die (Aesch. Ag. 1246) npá&o, 
tAnoopaı tò xai Gaveiv, "I shall do it, I shall have the courage even to die," and 
Medea (Eur. Med. 796) calls the deliberate murder she is going to tAhyar... 
Epyoy ävooıwrarov, dare an utterly unholy deed. 

14. Tooóv 8’ Eyeic Apne npóoonov, “you show so great a facade of daring" 
(Soph. O.T. 533; cf. Aesch. Choeph. 585ff) against tà péyiov’ dé8Awv EAn téApa 
te xai o0évei: he wins the greatest of prizes by his daring and strength (Pind. 
Pyth. 10.24; Pindar never uses téApa in a bad sense). 

15. TéApn aAöyıorog: irrational daring (Thuc. 3.82); tApn ágpov: mind- 
less daring (Plat. Lach. 193D); wöApn xai ävaideıa: ruthless daring (Antiph. 
3.3.5); wöAung &pya xai ávaioxuviíag: deeds of shameless daring (Ar. Thesm. 
702). Cf. also Aesch. Chopb. 594ff, 

16. Schol. Aesch. Pers. 12; Scipio is said to have sacrificed co TéApa (App. 
Lib. 21); cf. Pythag. ap. Plur. Is. et Osir. 381E/F. 

17. E.g. Luc. Men. 14, where tà xevoÀunpéva, deeds dared, is synonymous 
with xà àápapujpaza, errors. Sec below p. 100f. on töAypa in Gnostic terminology. 

18. Cf. D. L. Page ad Eur. Med. 1028. 

19. Cf. Wilamowitz and Barrett ad /or.; Willink, CQ 62 (1968) LIF. I 
have learned much in dealing with the problem from a paper given by Dr. 
Manuwald (Saarbrücken). 

20. Erffa, Aiöog, Philologus Suppl. 30 (1937). Hesiod seems to have been 
the first to distinguish between the two aspects of aiddc (op. 317 — 319). 

21. Solmsen, Hermes 101 (1973) 420—425 where Eur. Hipp. 372 is illus- 
trated with parallels from Thucydides. 
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22. Cf. Wilamowitz ad Eur. Hipp. 384. 

23. Much material has been collected by R. B. Onians, Origins of European 
Thought (1951). 

24. Cf. U.v. Wilamowitz, Gr. Lesebuch 11” 282 (1926). The passage has 
been preserved in Oribasius’ medical encyclopaedia (3.22). 

25. In early anthropological theories, che Greeks tended to attribute tenac- 
ity and stubbornness, chat is to say qualities of the human will in the modern 
view, to the irrational part of man's personality. They are produced, according 
to early medical theories, by nutrition and similar factors in human life (Hip- 
pocr. de regim. 1.35f), very much as fortitude is (Hippocr. de aer. 87). Basically 
Plato had the same view. 

26. For a collection of examples see Fránkel (above n. 3) 85ff. Comprehen- 
sively J. Böhme, Die Seele im Epos (1929). 

27. H. W. Wolff, Anthropologie des AT? (1974) 57# and G8ff. 

28. In most cases the etymology of the psychological term remains 
obscure. 

Oupds has been explained by the phonological analogy of lat. fumus (Frisk, 
Etym. Würterb, 1.694) which leads to the idea of hot or accelerated respiration 
as che physical medium or physical appearance of emotion, strong feelings, 
and drive towards action. Such a theory can be validated by the fact chat respi- 
ration is frequently identified wich che vis vitalis, the cause of motion, life, and 
activity, and Oupóc is, in fact, also used ro denote the self of man in che sense of 
his vitality (B. Snell, Tyrtaios [1969] Off). Still, chere are some well-founded 
doubts as to the reliability of such an etymology (Chantraine, Dict, &ym. U 
1.446), which disregards the verb 05c "to move quickly." W. Schulze (Quaest, 
epicae 313) even postulated two etymologically different words 0upóc, in order 
to explain the meaning "anger" which is, after all, well attested in Homer 
alongside "emotion, drive." On the other hand it is not difficult co assume that 
the first only derived from the second by way of specialization. 

Yet there is no doubt about the main psychological connotation of 0upóc: it 
does not denote, in Homeric and later Greek, che seat of emotion but emotion 
itself, regardless of whether or not one has to think, at least in early Greek, of 
an underlying substance or part of the body. Homer (like later authors) often 
speaks of the location of Gupóc: it can be found in the qpévec (see below pp. 
26) or in the breast (auj8ocg/ouj8ea). Being the cause of human activity, it 
tends to be understood as the vis vitalis of the living individual, which disap- 
pears at the moment of death (1/. 3.294), and co which moral and non-moral 
qualities can be attached, e.g. peyaArtop (great-hearted), dvaAxic (ineffec- 
tive), äypıog (savage), xakóc (evil). The individual can even externalize his own 
Gupds in che course of self-examination: Odysseus and others speak npóg öv 
ueyaArvopa Bupöv (to his great-hearted spirit, //, 11.411) when they have to 
make up their mind. 

The original meaning of rjvop is very likely to have been “belly, intestines” 
(Chantraine, Dict. étym, 1.418), which is regarded as the seat of temper or 
mood in many archaic cultures. In Homer, however, its meaning comes very 
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near to that of 0upóc and there is no indication chat ic is still felt as referring to 
a part of che human body, On the contrary, it is frequently said to be located in 
the heart (kpadia), in the qpévec, or in the breast (oxrj&ea). Sometimes im- 
pulses or emotions originate from the Ñtop (//, 21.57 1f fjxop äAkıpov óppàto; 
Il. 16.509 a.o. dpivOn & oi pikov rop; cf. Od. 17.46 and 1.316 piov rxop 
åvóyn; Od. 1.60 évupénetai «píAov Atop (he was stirred in his strong hearr]) and 
consequently, as in the case of 8upóc, it functions as vis vitalis, which is absent 
from the dead body (1/. 5.250, 11.115, and 21.114). Yet more frequently 
fjvop points to temper, mood, emotional disposition rather than to emotion or 
impulse towards action (xexapnopévor piov Atop [delighted in their hearts] H/. 
3.705 etc.; axnxepévn pidov htop [pained in her heart] I. 5.364 etc.; pıvödeı 
Sé poi Ev6oßev Atop [my heart within wastes away] Od. 4.467 etc.; I/. 16.242 
Gapotivery . . . top [to encourage the heart]; cf. F. 3.31). The predominance 
of this sense in the Homeric usage of htop may be due to its having originally 
denoted a definite part of che body. It also occasionally became one of the Ho- 
meric terms to denote comprehensively the dominant characteristic of a man 
(m&rpeiov top [iron heart}, H. 24.205 etc.; åpeidiyov Atop [hard heart], 
hymn. 28.2). Sometimes Ovpóc and rjvop are synonyms (c.g. M. 11.555—557 
.. . Zn xeunóu 6upo |... veanpévos Arop | fe [he went off with sorrowful 
heart]), as can also be seen from adjectives like peyaArjtwp (great-hearted) and 
neyaßunog (great-spirited), and there is always a fairly large semantic area 
where both overlap. Yet what seems to be the primary meaning of 0upóc, chat 
is to say emotion, impulse towards action, occurs as the derivative er second- 
ary meaning of ġtop—and vice versa, which accounts for their overlapping as 
well as for a largely different usage in the language of Homer. 

pry, ppévec must have meant, originally, a part of the body like avy 
(neck), onıArjv (spleen), aönv (gland). The traditional explanation, diaphragm, 
has been severely doubted, for the connection with gpdaow (enclose, fence in) 
is difficult to verify (Frisk, Etym. Wörterb. 2. 10A 1f). Onians (above n. 23) tried 
to show that the original meaning was "lungs." The theory has been further 
worked out by P. N. Lockhart, who found the old sense "to breathe" for po- 
veiv still present in Homer (//. 11.324f and 16.758; cf. CPA 61 [1966] 991f). 
All this is far from certain, and the part of the body originally meant by pprjv 
can hardly be identified on the basis of Homeric usage alone. Yee che local 
connotation of the word is still recognizable, for @upég, vöog and rop are re- 
peatedly said to be or to rise in the gp&veg. On the other hand, the meaning of 
qprv seems to have been specialized in the field of intellectual activity ac a 
comparatively early stage, as can be gathered from the use of ppoveiv and 
many words ending in —ppwv. Intellectual activity, however, frequently pro- 
duces action without any intermediate process according to early Greek an- 
thropology, and since moral qualities become marifest only through action, 
the previous intellectual activity can be qualified in an exclusively moral way: 
hence strange expressions like péya ppoveiv (to be haughty), fjma or äypıa 
eiSévai (to be tender or brutal-minded) and so forth. Intellectual activity is 
even able to produce emotion that leads to action, at least according to Ho- 
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meric psychology, and óÀoógpov (baneful), xepSadedppwv (greedy), äppwv 
(senseless) imply a judgement which is passed, according to modern standards, 
on both intellectual and moral qualities. In che Greek view, as can be seen 
already in Homer, they are inseparably linked. 

The etymology of vöog is equally unknown (Frisk, Etym. Wörterbuch 2.323 
and suppl.), all theories proposed so far being mere guesswork. It belongs very 
closely to voéo, of which the sense stretches from seeing and perceiving to 
thinking and reasoning and to planning and intending. There is no trace in 
Homer that vöog was formerly attached to any part of the human body, nor has 
any indication been discovered so far chat the intellectual connotation might 
be a secondary phenomenon in the history of the word. Nöog to denote the 
intellectual and thus moral quality of a man seems to go back to the Mycenean 
period, as can be seen from the proper name wi-pi-no-o (Ipivoog [strong- 
minded]; cf. Bader, Rev de phil 3 ser. 43 [1969] 18). Nóos can refer to the 
individual plan or intention in a given situation as well as to intellectual ca- 
pacity and activity in general, and even co a man's mentality as manifested in 
his behavior. Odysseus, in his travels, got to know the vóoc of people in vari- 
ous countries, that is to say the way in which they tended to act and react (Od. 
22.3). Consequently the vöog that may be found èv oujürom (Od. 13.255 ctc.) 
or petà qpeoí (in the breast or diaphragm), I. 18.419, is particularly open to 
moral evaluation, with or without reference to a special occasion—dqpaBínoi 
vóoio (disorientation of mind), I/. 10.122, vöog Beouörig (god-fearing mind), 
Od. 8.576 erc., vóoc obSév áeikf|c (a not unseemly mind) Od. 20.366 etc.; cf. 
W. Jäger, Nus (1967) 3ff and 172f. Since the vöog is the instrument or even the 
object of planning, it can cause intention and drive or be associated with the 
impulse toward action: Eva Gupóv Exovre vó xai éníopovi Boudf: "two having 
one spirit, in intent and sagacious purpose" (Od. 5. 128); xóv8e vóov Kai Gupóv: 
"this mind and spirit" (I7, 4.309); vóoc pevoiva: "his mind strives" (1/. 2.92). 
Nöog and BovAr are almost synonyms (Od. 16.373), both being subject to 
change (//, 15.52 petaotpéweie vóov, "he changes his mind"). 

Despite the fairly large semantic area covered by each of them and the vari- 
ous zones of overlapping which are due to the presence of different historical 
layers in che language of the poetic tradition, the words which express Ho- 
meric psychology are terminologically well defined, most of them being un- 
mistakable even without a context. In Homeric language the presence of 
rational and irrational forces in the human soul and their interaction is beau- 
tifully and most accurately portrayed. The refinement of psychological analy- 
sis and description, however, hardly depends, in either ancient or modern po- 
etry, on the existence of such a set of unequivocal terms. 

29. Frünkel (above n. 3) 84—91. 

30. The earliest testimonies are Xenophanes B 7, a reference to the 
Pythagorean doctrine of metempsychosis, and Anacreon fr. 360 Page. Heracli- 
tus’ philosophy, however, already presupposes the concept. 

31. Merà gpeoi ofjoı vönoov | Aiveíav, 4 kév piv éptooea rj Kev éàonc |... 
Sapnpevar: "Decide whether to save Aeneas or let him be slain" (//. 20.310). 
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Noéo ...peol... uprjoaoßan: "I intend to honor" (I7. 22.235). Où 8v piv 
néAty aütic Avfoeı Bupds áyrjvop | veixeíerv BaoiA jac: "His Bupög won't drive 
him again co quarrel with the princes" (I/. 2.276). Ei 0’ óxpüvei xpaóír xai 
Gupds dyrivep | voUtov áAé£eo8o1: "If your heart and your 8upóc drive you co 
fight him" (Od. 18.61). 

32. Where an act of deliberation, intellectual perception, or irritation 
really affects one's feelings and, above all, determines one's decision to do 
something, it is performed xatà pp£va xai kava Oupóv. "Oppaiveiv I7. 1.193, 
11.411, 17.106, 18.15; Od. 4.120, 5.365 and 424, 6.118; voeiv Od. 3.264; 
pepunpíceiv 1. 5.671, 8.169; Od. 4.117, 10.151, 20.10, 24.235; opáteo8a1 
il. 15.163; Od. 1.294; oida I/. 4.163, 6.163; Od. 5.211; épé6c Od. 4.813. 

33. It should be noted that 6upóc not only gives che impulse to act but also 
provides the capacity of enduring hardships: 'O8ucoróc ... ıArjpova 8upóv 
Éxov (the enduring spirit of Odysseus) (I/. 5.670). The same can be per- 
formed by the ppńv, as can be seen from the Homeric adjectives valáppov and 
takacippwv (stout-hearted). 

34. Ar IJ. 13.487f concord is described as Eva qpeoi Bupöv Eyovtec (having a 
single spirit in their hearts), whercas the immutable hostility of wolf and lamb 
(&axà @povéovtes [wishing each other mischief]), is referred co in the words 
ovx Opeppova Oupóv éxovtes (not having a similar spirit) (//. 22.261ff). Both 
Gupóc and qpévec (ppoveiv, vöog etc.) can be used separately or in combination 
to form the comprehensive term for a way of behaving. 

35. Cf. Snell (above n. 28) 8-20. 

36. Cf. H. Lloyd-Jones, Justice of Zeus (1970) 9. 

37. E.g. Ama oidev (he acts kindly) (JJ. 16.73; Od. 18.39 etc.); où viva oie 
Géprora (he does not act properly) (47. 2.761); piha aAAnAoıoıv eiBótec (acting in 
a friendly manner toward one another) (Hom. hymn. 29.12). 

38. I. 3.63; Od. 13.202, 15.190, and 21.206; Il. 15.461 etc. 

39. On the volitional aspect of human action as pointed out in Greck trag- 
edy see J. P. Vernant and P. Vidal-Naquet, Mythe et tragédie en Grèce ancienne 
(1977) 43—74. 

40. 'Aprjxavov 8? rravtóg àáv8póc éxpaBeiv | yuyrjv te kai ppövnpa xal yvopny, 
npiv àv | ápxaic te kai vópoiaiv évtpiBng pavf. (It is impossible co understand 
the soul, purpose and intent of any man until he is ruling in government and 
law.) 

Ál. The strange dictum of Heraclitus B 85, Oup@ päxeodaı yaAenóv: ó yap 
Gv O€An wuxfis veivat, deserves further explanation. To struggle against one's 
own spontaneous impulses (6 t1 &v—sc. 6 0upóc—86Aq) is difficult, because 
one's whole vital or natural existence is at stake, which becomes manifest pri- 
marily through the motion of the 8upóc. At the end of Aristophanes’ Frogs 
(1467) Dionysus chooses Aeschylus—against his deliberate intention which 
he has explained at the beginning, and also against his opinion as a literary 
critic. He chooses 6vnep n yux 8&An, whom his soul desires. Yuxn in che 
sense of vitality as opposed to intellect is well known in fifth-century Greek 
(cf. Soph. Ant. 707 ppoveiv ... wuxùy Exeiv; Eur, A/e. 108). Democritus’ re- 
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ply to Heraclitus (B 236) sounds very traditional or even trivial: Gup@ páx- 
eodaı xaAenóv. üv8póc 8? tò Kpateiv eUAoyíotou (it is hard to war with the spirit; 
but it is for a reasonable man to conquer it). 

42. Tvópr can denote, in a legal procedure, the formal assent given by a 
person: petà tig yvóprg tis éautoü (wich his own assent), which implies both 
recognition and intention (Isacus 2.8; cf. Epicur. ap. D.L. 10.20). The same 
can be said of the use of yvopn, yiyvóoxo in post-classical Greek (e.g. Jos. 
bell. Jud. 1.4.9; Luc. deor. dial. 10.1; de mort. Per. 27). 

43. Antiph. or. 6.20; Xen. Hell. 3.1.12; Hdt. 8.60y etc.; cf. P. Huart, 
Tvopn chez Thucydide (1972) and Schneider, Information u. Absicht bei Thuk. 
(1974) wich further references. 

44. Theognis speaks of worthless people (53 ff and 60; cf. 83 1f): 


Aaoi 5é 69 GAAo1 

of r1póo8' ote Bixac höeoav ovè vópoug 

ote xakóv yvopas elóóxec oft’ dyabdv. 

(che people are different who before knew neither justice nor law nor difference 


between good and bad.) 


Instead of yv@pn, 81ávoia too, with che very same intellectualistic implication, 
can be used in this sense: e.g. Anon. Iambl. 6; Isocr. antid. 7 and 69; adv. 
Soph. 14. Isocrates also has yvópm in the same sense (antid, 71) and, of course, 
npoaipeang (antid. 118; see n. 46). 

45. Cf. ps.-Xen. resp, Athen. 3.10. 

46. Later on, mpoaipemc was mostly used in this sense, for it had been pre- 
ferred by Aristotle and the philosophical tradition. Nevertheless, yvópn, voüg, 
qpóvnya and the like continued to be used to refer to moral attitude in gen- 
eral: see Dio Pr. or. 72.8; Lucian, hist. conser, 38f and Alex. 3; ps.-Call. bist. 
Alex. 3.6.14; Inscr. Antioch. Commag. OGI 383 and IstanbForschg 23 (1963) 
40ff, which represent completely different layers of language. This also applies 
to the language of philosophy (Cleanth. SVF 1.557; Clem. strom. 3.9 p. 
226.24 and 6.15 p. 493.24 Stählin), and it can be said, in a non-moral sense, 
of the general tendency of a text (e.g. Luc. Lexiph. 1; cf. BowAnong in che same 
meaning Gal. de temp. 7 p. 54 Mü.). 

47. Theogn. 963f: 


pinot’ érraivrjops npiv àv elön üv8pa oagriveoc 

Ópyijv kai pußpöv xai tpönov dorıg äv fi 

Don't ever praise a man before you know clearly 
what sort he is in temperament, spirit and manner 


and a funerary epigr. from Chios, fifth century (Friedlánder, Epigrammata 139) 
ópyrjc 9' ávv' ayabijs Eiol. . ‚Ing tóðe ofjpa atti énéotnoev: (Eu[. . .]es raises 
this memorial to [. . .] for her sweetness). In archaic Greek, ópyrj and 8upóc 
were sometimes used as synonyms: both denoted a striving that results from 
irrational impulses. In post-classical Greek, however, they became synonyms 
as terms for "anger" (e.g. Polyb. 3.10.5). 
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48, The same can be seen from the fact that npógpov (e.g. Eur. Ale. 743) 
and npó8upoc (e.g. Eur. Held. 410) are synonymous, both denoting the in- 
clination to act. 

49. A change of mind because of emotional factors is mostly, but not exclu- 
sively, called pezapéAeia (Thuc. 3.36; Plat. Phaedr. 230E ff) as distinguished 
from perávoia and pevayryvóoxo. Frequently che gods cause a man to change 
his intention (Aesch. Ag. 218ff; Soph. Ajax 717; Eur. Hipp, 240f); this is 
called aun if the change is for the worse. Thus am, which denotes a rather 
archaic concept in Greek religion (see below p. 33) and is used, therefore, pre- 
dominantly in poetic texts, can be said of a change of intention in ordinary 
prosaic Greek of the classical period (Lyc. c. Lover. 92). 

50. Cf. Dodds, PCPAS 6 (1960) 19-31 = Wege zu Aischylos 2 (Darmstadt 
1974) 1498, 

51. Dórrie, AAWM 5 (1956). 

52. Cf, Gärtner, Historia Einz. 25 (1975) 170ff who rightly observes che 
same concentration on the intellectual performance in the tradition of Greek 
historiography. 

53. Latte, PW 16 (1933) 278—289; D. M. MacDowell, Athentan Homicide 
Laws (1963) 59ff, 110; R. S. Stroud, Drakons Law (1968). The terms to 
denote intention vary according to dialect, period, and occasion (éx mpovoiag, 
Exóv / Exobmog, PEhwV, yvópg etc.). For parallels in Biblical jaw see Daube, 
RIDA 2 (1949) 189—213. 

54. E. Maschke, Willenslehre im griech. Recht (1926); C. W. Müller, 
Kurzdialoge (1975) 132 and 154ff; K. A. Neuhausen, De voluntarii notione 
(1967). 

55. See the use of ayvönpa, di’ äyvorav, ayvwpovéw Dem. 19.101 and 
18.94; UPZ 1.501. 

56. Fr. 97 Wimmer = Stob. 4.2.20 p. 127ff W.H. Cf. K. E. Hermann 
and Th. Thalheim, Griech. Rechtsaltertiimer (1884) 77; F. Pringsheim, Greek 
Law of Sale (1950) 134ff. 

57. This was first observed by E Zucker, in Studies to Robinson (1949) 
1064ff, who referred to Diod. 11.45 and 20.45 and a decree of Ptolemaeus 
Philometor, ArchfPap 6 (1920) 10f. 

58. Cf. E. R. Dodds ad Eur. Bach. 882 (Oxford 1944) and id. ad Plat. 
Gorg. 456A (Oxford 1959). 

59. Acsch. Sept. 591ff; Simonid. fr. 542, 27-30 Page; Hdt. 6.86. Eu- 
ripides contrasts áyvóc xefpac and áyvóc ppévag (pure in hand, pure in mind) 
Or. 1602f, and Democritus frequently dwells on this topic (B 62, 68, 79, 89, 
and 96), which is also used by the Attic orators (Lys. 3.42; Andocid. 1.95). 
The whole Isocratean theory of eußovAia rests on this idea: since man cannot 
possibly acquire a both realistic and comprehensive image of his world, his 
intellectual capacity being too limited, and since the actual course of events is 
always being determined by forces stronger than man, the only achievement 
that seems to be praiseworthy is eüflouMa: using rightly one's intellectual fac- 
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ulties. The outcome may be beyond human control (antid, 285; cf. Hdt. 
7.1082 and Thuc. 1.140.4). 

60. J. Stallmach, Are (1966) and Dawe, HSCPh 72 (1967) 89—127. 
Wherever the phenomenon of äwn is described in archaic or classical Greek 
literature, attention is concentrated on the intellectual and, consequently, 
moral or religious blindness of che person involved. Sometimes, the gods pro- 
duce that blindness by extremely drastic measures, as in the case of Ajax, or 
that of Xerxes before the Greek campaign. When the heart of Pharaoh is hard- 
ened or stiffened according to the Biblical account (e.g. Ex. 9:12, 10:20; cf. 
Hesse, ZAW Beih. 74 [1955] 25f), intellectual blindness is regarded as the 
consequence rather than the content of the process (cf. Raisänen, Publ. Finn. 
Exeg. Soc. 25 [1975], who analyzes passages from the Bible and the Koran). 
The concept of &tn in Greek thought and that of hardening in the Biblical 
tradition are characteristically different with regard to their intellectualistic 
and voluntaristic implications (see below p. 75f). 

61. This view of human action does not seem to be exclusively Greek; only 
the vocabulary of ethical and psychological speculation which classifies that 
condition is particularly refined and precise at nearly all stages in the history of 
the Greek language. In old Indo-Iranian, however, the intellectual accom- 
plishment and the energy which lead to human action are always denoted to- 
gether by one and the same word. Cf. K, Strunk in Monumentum Nyberg H 
(1975) 283ff with further references. 

62. This can still be seen in the late use of eüvouc and euvora, for instance 
in the context of political ideology. Cf. Schubart, APF 12 (1937) 8f. 

63. E.g. I7. 5.2 and 5.3; Od. 16.529. 

64. The classical description of the results of pévoe can be found in Di- 
omedes' dpioteia (//. 5. 1ff). 

65. See above. 

66. The Homeric use of pévog deserves a detailed treatment. The old 
numinous connotation of the word is notable also in those passages where 
pévog is attributed to animals (e.g. I. 3.294f). On the other hand, Hesiod 
describes Athena having the same y&vog and the same planning intelligence 
(BouAn entippwv) as her father Zeus (theog. 896). 

67. L. Gierth, "Gr. Gründungsgeschichten" (diss. 1972) 133—139. An- 
other word which seems to denote will as resulting from a numinous vis vitalis 
in the Homeric language is iötng. M. Leumann, however, has shown that it 
owes its existence only to a misunderstanding (Br-iówqu: Homerische Wörter 
[1950] 127f). 

68. In some passages (e.g. I/. 24.198) it has already become a synonym of 
8upóc, and in che Hymn to Demeter (361) che original meaning has com- 
pletely disappeared: fjmov èv ot Geom pévoc kai Bupöv £yovta (having a gentle 
disposition in his chest). 

69. E.g. Soph. Ajax 1065. 

70. Cf. Arist, rbet. 1406al. 
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71. E.g. schol. AB co //, 5.2; schol. B to //. 4.66, 19.202, and 22.459; 
et. Magn. p. 579.50 Gaisford; Suid. 3 p. 363.20 Adler. Plutarch (fr. 47 Sand- 
bach) gives an etymology of eùpevýg which clearly shows his complete igno- 
rance of che old concept of pévoc. The benevolence of che gods is called tò 
evpevég because of tò péveiv qpiv tò ed dei mapa tov Bed@v: “the good that comes 
from the gods remains with us always." 

72. E.g. H. 10.100, 13.263, and 19.62. Avopevig in this particular 
meaning of external enemy of the political community survived in the legal 
terminology of several cities, e.g. of Argos (SIG 56) and Gortyn in Crete (Leg. 
Gortyn. 6.46). 

73. First attested in Pindar, who also offers evpevia for che first time, 
Aeschylus, and in a minor Homeric hymn (22.7). This numinous connotation 
of pévog seems to have disappeared at a very early stage in the case of peveaive, 
pevorváo, pépova, which only denote, in the language of Homer, various 
kinds of strong impulse towards action. 

74. The word occurs again in a versified inscription of che imperial period. 
Hesychius explains, without further information, the form rüpevéteipa as 
evpeviis. Sometimes, however, even eüpéveia, "benevolence," is explained in 
intellectualistic terms, as can be seen from Eur. Adc. 210f: 


ov yap ti ndvtec eU Ppovoücı Korpávolc, 
Got’ tv xaxoiotv etpeveic napeotavan, 


(not all men are so well disposed co cheir masters that 
they stand by them loyally in times of trouble) 


75. See, above all, B 1, B 2, B 45, B 50. 

76. This can be seen, for instance, from the text of ancient prayers, e.g. the 
hymn from Palaikascro (BSA 15 [1908] 339; cf. K. Latte, KZ. Schriften (1969] 
49) and the Athenian prayer M. Ant. 5.7. See M. P. Nilsson, Gesch. d. gr. 
Religion V? (1974) 157—160 and Severus, RAC 8 (1972) 1134— 1147. 

77. Lloyd-Jones's (above n. 36) assertion, "that Zeus is important as the 
guardian of justice in Hesiod is obvious; that it is so in the Odyssey is very 
nearly as obvious" seems to me slightly misleading (85). There is little doubt 
that a number of moral standards are already enforced by Zeus in the Iliad, and 
an even greater number in the Odyssey (see my Homer-Probleme [Köln 1970] 
163f). But I cannot find, in any of the Homeric poems, the concept of Zeus’ 
universal rule over che world of which the main principle is justice—as in 
Hesiod. 

78. Lloyd-Jones, 33-39. 

79. A. Dihle, Goldene Regel (1962) 24f. 

80. With reference to the course of human or historical events Thucydides 
had already expounded the moral consequences of two contradictory concepts: 
the Melians, in their debate with the Achenian delegates, refer to unpredict- 
able chance as a typical means of divine rule (xó Beiov), the Achenians claim to 
derive their standards from dvayxaia qóoic, universal necessity, which is un- 
changeable and predictable (5.104/105). Democritus admitted chance in 
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moral life only as che excuse of chose who had acted without due prudence (B 
119). 

81. Democritus remarks rather dryly that many people act viciously 
though knowing the better, and vice versa (B 53/53A): moAAoi Aóyov ph 
nadövıeg C01 katà Aóyov' noAAo! 6póviec và afoxiota Aóyouc ápiatouc üáokéouociv: 
"Many men, though unskilled in reasoning, live in accordance with reason; 
many, while they do most shameful deeds, are practiced in most excellent 
modes of argument.” 

82. 


"Qiuvi på 9upoü kpéooov vóoc, alév év ütaic, 
Küpve, kai èv peyddag keitai aunxaviaıc. 


This is sometimes experienced in the consciousness of the acting individual. 
Heracles reminds Admetus that his mourning cannot alter the situation. The 
answer is Éyvoxa Kautög, GAN’ Epwe uc é&áyei: “I myself know this, but a pas- 
sion impels me" (Eur. Alc. 1079f). 

83. The term áxpatrj (ákpáreia), as used in moral philosophy from the 
time of Plato onwards, is but a special case within the much wider use of che 
words. It says chat a man is not in control of his emotions as he ought to be 
according to his knowledge of the given situation. Oupoü Kpateiv, to overcome 
or control one's emotions, already occurs in Democritus (B 236). Outside that 
terminology, a talkative person can be called äxparng tis yAóoong (Aesch. 
Prom. 864), a paralytic å. tod o@parog (Hippocr. pass.), an alcoholic à. vod 
oivou (Xen. oc. 12.11). An old man has lost control of many things he used to 
master previously: this leads to the poetic expression yrjpac axpatéc, “impotent 
old age" (Soph. 0.C. 1236). 

84. Later on, Aristotle was to describe in great detail what this control 
should be like. The intellect (qpóvnoic) has to prevent man from being de- 
ceived by emotions like anger or fear, which always imply, in contrast to en- 
tirely physical affections like pain, a definite conception of an object in the 
world outside. Whether this conception which motivates human action is 
right or wrong can only be ascertained by che intellect. Thus the intellect has 
to guide the natural or prerational impulse which is indispensable for any kind 
of action, but which should be given its direction by truth rather than error. 
Cf. F. Ricken, Lustbegriff in der N.E. (1975) 96ff, esp. 101f. 

85. Current opinion on this subject was analyzed very clearly by Aristotle 
for forensic use (rbet. 1373b25ff): offenders in the sense of criminal law act 
either knowingly and intentionally (&xövueg / eiööueg) or inadvertently, without 
knowing what they do (Gxovtes, dyvootvtec). The first category can be sub- 
divided into those who execute a preconceived plan (upochópevoi) and those 
whose knowledge of che better is overpowered, in che given sicuation, by their 
emotion (81à trá80c). 

86. The concept is frequently used by Aristotle, though with some new 
ingredients: J. Walsh, Aristotle's Conception of Moral Weakness (1963); Kenny, 
Phronesis 11 (1966) 163; R. Milo, Aristotle on Practical Knowledge (1966); San- 
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tas, Phronesis 14 (1969) 162. Aristorle, like others, distinguishes between 
axpateia, which denotes the state of mind when irrational impulses from the 
human soul have overwhelmed reason in a given situation, and axpagia, “ha- 
bitual intemperance," when the intellect, being weaker than the irrational 
forces of the soul, has already complied with them (E.N. 1147b22f etc.). 
87. That someone knows the moral scandards that have to be applied to the 

given situation, and yet cannot make up his mind accordingly, not because of 
either being overpowered by his own emotion or simply coerced from outside, 
but because of a lack of confidence in the people he has to deal with, has been 
described most tellingly in the Odyssey (18.228ff). Telemachus is speaking to 
his mother: 

autap ty Supe voéo xai oiba &xaota, 

&g0Aá te xai xà xépna’ nápos $' Erı vrjmog na. 

GAAG tot où Öuvapaı nenvupeva návra vorjoar 

£x yap pe nÀrjooouo: rraprjpevor àÀÀoGev jog 

oibe KaKa opov£ovtec, éyol 6 ox eloiv ápoyol. 

(But | am wise in my heart and know each thing, whether good or less good; 

before I was just a little boy. Buc I am unable to chink everything through cor- 

rectly, for they intimidate me from all sides where they sit, intending injury. 

They are no service to me.) 


Basically, he can rely on his intellectual and emotional capacities (dup& voéc 
xai oi8a) that have to be used in moral action. But being confronted with the 
general hostility of che suitors (kakä ppovéovtec) he is incapable of seeing the 
right way to cope with the situation (rervupéva rávta vorjoar) without as- 
sistance (oUK eioiv ápoyoí). It comes out most clearly that, in the last instance, 
everything depends on righr knowledge, which also accounts for the right use 
of emotional forces. 

88. Philologus 97 (1948) 125—134. The dialogue between Euripides and 
Socrates, however, that has been recovered in this article, seems to me rather 
dubious. Eur. Med. 1079ff may well mean, in that particular dramatic situa- 
tion: my motherly feelings (Bupög) are stronger and prevent me from executing 
the plan (ßowAeüpata) to kill the children. Cf. Dihle, SHAW 5 (1977). 

89. Prot. 358 B/C. The whole problem has been extensively treated in 
modern Platonic studies. See, among others, E. R. Dodds ad Plat. Gorg. 
467C ff and Gulley, Phronesis 10 (1965) 82ff. 

90. Plato always retained this opinion. Accordingly, he used Boúànog, Bou- 
hopai exclusively to denote intention based on rational cognition (Gorg. 466A; 
Prot. 358B/C; Tim. 86D ff; Phileb. 22B ff; Leg. 733A ff). In the Cratylus 
(420C) BouAn is etymologically explained from ßoAn, "aiming at, throw,” Boó- 
Àeo8ai, "to wish," and BouAeveoGar, "to consider, to plan." The connection of 
BovAngıg and reason is also a well-known topic in Aristotle (zop. 126a13; de an. 
432b6). The monarch rules xatä thv £auxoó BouAnoiw (pol. 1287210) which is, 
unfortunately as in every human being, subject to distortion by 8upóg and 
£rÜupía, whereas the law, having no drive towards action, can be called voüg 
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üveu öpffewg "reason without intention” (1287a30ff; cf. Plat. Leg. 714A). 
Since every action thar has been brought about without being enforced from 
outside is an éxoógiov of che acting individual, éxotoiov and BovAöpevov are 
not necessarily identical, as such an action can have been motivated by irra- 
tional desire (E. E. 1223b29, E.N. 1111a33ff). The same applies to the use of 
BowAnoicg in later philosophy where it is defined as eöloyog ópe&ic (ps.-Plat. def. 
413C, SVF 3.173, etc.; cf. Neuhausen [see above n. 54] 7—87). The intellec- 
tual connotation, so notable in the case of PobAnoic, also applies co che term 
npoaipegic in Greek moral philosophy, which points to che choice made by the 
intellect out of various possible aims of action. Anscombe (in New Essays in 
Plato and Aristotle (1965] 143— 158, esp. 153f) has pointed our that Aristotle 
used che term only when the choice has been made with regard to a certain 
form of behavior which alone causes the moral relevance of the ensuing action. 
Outside che language of philosophy, BoóAopai could well be used to refer to a 
quite arbitrary decision (see above p. 145ff), and sometimes, when opposed to 
avayxn or úo, Boukopaı and BovuAnang include the element of arbitrariness, 
insofar as a decision 1s involved which may be perfectly rational but could have 
been made differently. This applies, for instance, when foóAnoic (BobAopaı) is 
called the ultimate cause of che origin of language (Galen, p/ac. Plat. et Hipp. 
p. 207 Müller), when contemporary writers are said to be different naturd, non 
voluntate (Cic. de or. 3.93), or when, according to Epicurean theory, justice 
comes to existence non natura nec voluntate sed imbecillitate bominum (Cic. de rep. 
3.23). Heraclitus (B 33) aligns, as possible causes of order and regularity, 
vópoc and foóAnoic évóc, whereas the anonymous Sophist of ps.-Dem, 25 con- 
trasts vépog and the different BovAnotic of the many (26 and 88). 

91. Gulley, n. 89 above, Socrates seems to have been firmly convinced, 
quite contrary to current opinion (cf. Aesch. Prom. 266 éxàv éxov fjpaptov: 
“willingly, willingly I erred"), chat wrongdoing on purpose and against the 
knowledge of che better is simply impossible. That is why Plato (Prot, 345 
E/F) makes him construe, against all grammatical probability, ékóv with 
&naivnpı (praise) and not wich &pSp (do) in his interpretation of Simonides fr. 
542 Page: 

navrag 6' &naivnpı Kai piléw 
éxay Gots £pbn 

unóév aloxpöv. 

All chose I praise and love 
Willingly who do 
Nothing shameful. 

92. Cf. Plato, Gorgias, ed. E. R. Dodds (Oxford 1959) 235ff. 

93. This view, which gave considerable distinction to the meaning of the 
word ßovAeoßaı, persisted for a very long cime. A lace erymologicum (Anecdota 
Parisina YV) restricts che use of BobAnoig to the positive meaning (éni ayaou) 
whereas the sense of npoaipeoic is said to be neutral (èm ap@otépway, dyaoU te 
xai xakoü p. 245.4). 
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94. Cf. Arist. E.N. 1140b22f, which is the reply to the aporia at rhe end 
of the Minor Hippias. Cf, J, Kube, Téxvn «nd äpeın (1969). 

95. Cf. J. Derbolav, Erkenntnis u. Entscheidung (1954) 587 — 403. 

96. Cf. E. P. Hager, Vernunft u. Böse im Rahmen der platonischen Ethik (1963) 
25 ff, E. Solmsen, Plato's Theology (1942) 169f. 

97. H. Görgemanns, Beiträge z. Platons Nomai (1960) 135ff. 

98. The vulgarized Socratic tradition, perhaps as early as Antisthenes (fr. 
26/27 Decleva-Caizzi), restricted the whole problem to che simple question of 
how reason has to master sensuality, without much regard for the possibility 
that the intellect, being the dominating factor in the human soul, cannot pos- 
sibly be overpowered by the senses unless it is hindered in its activities by false 
opinions, that is to say by the very results of intellectual endeavour. Cf. Plut. 
de cob. ir. 13.401 D/E; Diog. Laert. 2.36f. The vis Socratica, praised by Antis- 
thenes (fr. 70 Decleva-Caizzi) and the Cynics as superior and more valuable 
than any learning, could be interpreted, in modern terms, as will (Teles fr. 3 
Hense). It is, however, primarily the essence of moral knowledge (Antisth. fr. 
80 Decleva-Caizzi). 

99. This is the basis of che terminological use of &mornpn in Plato and later 
philosophy, which is absent in carlier Greek from Homer to Isocrates. Cf. J. 
Gould, Plato's Ethics (1955) 3ff. Gould erroneously attributes an exclusively 
"theoretical" meaning to yryvooko in earlier Greek (15). The implication that 
cognition leads to action is particularly strong in the case of yryvwox@ and 
yvopn. See above p. 21. 

100. See W. Jaeger, Paideia 2 (1944) 87ff. 

101. According to Chrysippus a perfectly happy life (eöpoıa) depends on 
the congruity of man's state of mind and the order of the universe: ötav návta 
npärıntar Kata tùy oupqovíav tog ap’ ékáovou 86aípovoc npóc thy tod tõv öAwv 
Sioiknvod PowAnow (when everything is done in a state of harmony between 
the divine element in each man and the plan of the ruler of the universe) 
(Diog. Laert. 7.88). Virtually the same is said by Epict. diss, 4. 1.99£. Cf. 
A. A. Long, Problems in Stoicism (1971) 173—199 ("Freedom and Determina- 
tion in the Stoic Theory of Human Action"). 

102. Cf. Ethica Epicuri fr. 22 Diano with the editor's commentary. 

103. Cf. D. J. Furley, Aristotle and Epicurus on Voluntary Actions (1967) 
161-237. 

104. This applies to some of the so-called Minor Socratics and, above all, 
to the Sceptics. 

105. Archil. fr. 130—131 West; Semonid. fr. 1: Theogn. 141f. 

106. See Isocrat. Helen (10) 2—5, where the whole tradition of scepticism 
is referred to. 

107. See above, n. 60. 

108. See Fontenrose, TAPPA 102 (1971) 71— 108. 

109. "Yfpic, acting outside the bounds by which all human activity should 
be limited, and &ópoc, feeling completely satisfied, are closely connected in 
the archaic Greek wisdom tradition (e.g. Sol. fr. 6.3 West tikte: Kköpog UBpiv: 
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“satiety begets insolence"; Orac. Bac. ap. Hdt. 8.77 xöpog if prog vide: “satiety 
is che son of insolence"), In che state of satiety man is inclined to attribute to 
himself, in utter ignorance of his real position, some sort of perfection—a feel- 
ing which may lead co violence and outrage against others. An act of Ößpıg can 
only be settled by revenge or punishment but never by agreement (Chilon ap. 
Stob. 3.118 W.-H.; cf. A. Dihle, Goldene Regel [1962] 42). The word üßpıg 
originally referred to action only, but was later on applied to the state of mind 
as well (e.g. Theogn. 291, 379; cf. K. Latte, Kl. Schriften [1969] 13). 

110. For a full treatment of the topic see F Wehrli, Hauptrichtungen d. gr. 
Denkens (1964) 69ff. 

111. Aristot. fr. 1 Rose; Xen. Mem. 4.2.24 ff. 

112. H. North (Sophrosyne, (1966]) offers an extended collection of the 
material. 

113. P. W. Strawson, Freedom and Resentment (1974) Off. 


CHAPTER Il 


l. H. North, Sopbrosyne (1966). C. R. Whitman (Sophocles 

[1951] 7ff) rightly observes chat the concept of awppoouvn includes self- 
knowledge together with the activation of such a knowledge. 
2. Plat. Gorg. 505C, Apol. 25B; Aristot. Pros. fr. 9 Rose. 

3. Simonid. fr. 542.35 Page; Theogn. 147. 

4. Critias the tyrant (B 6 and 15f), in one of his elegies, has owppoouvn 
combined wich eüoéfeia to denote comprehensively righteousness towards 
God and men, in the same way as piety and justice are usually put together 
(A. Dihle, Kanon d. Zwei Tugenden (1968]). Plato (Gorg. SOTA ff) makes 
ouxppootvn the foundation of cóGaipovía, happiness and moral perfection. 

5. Nearly all scholarly work devoted to the interpretation of the Charmides 
in recent times concentrates on this problem; Wellman, Phronesis 9 (1964) 
107—113; J. Gould, Plato's Ethics (1955) 369; Hoerber, Phrunesis 7 (1962) 
121-131; R. Dieterle, “Platons Laches und Charmides" (diss. 1966); 
Scheibe, Phronesis 12 (1967) 28-49; R. Witte, Wissenschaft v. Guten u. Bösen 
(1970); E. Martens, Se/bsthezügliches Wissen im Charmides (1973); Oehler, 
PAPbS 118 (1974) 493—506. Cf. also Xen. Mem. 4.2.25. 

6. Cf. H. Gauss, Handkommentar z. d. Dialogen Platos V (1954) 103, where 
attention is also drawn to Theaet, 200B. 

7. The &talaydavov Aóyoc (hidden argument) of che Megarian school (Eu- 
bulides fr. 64 Dóring) is about the same problem: che wise man knows every- 
thing, but he is not aware of his wisdom at the moment when he acquires it. 
Cf. Sedley, PCPAS 23 (1977) 94f. 

8. Bilsen, PhilStudien 8 (1936/37) 190-206. 

9. The motif of self-observation became important in Stoic and Neo- 
platonic ethics. Epictetus speaks of émotpoqi) &g' aótóv Kai napatipnoic: self- 
examination and observation (diss. 3.16.15), Marcus of mapaujpnoic tod 
fyepovixou: observation of the ruling element (3.4.1—2). Self-observation 
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leads to the awareness of one's own intellectual faculties for coping with the 
challenges from the outside world. Marinus (vit. Procl. 25) recommends n eiow 
ripóc tov voüv oxpogr) ric wuyris: che internal direction of the soul towards the 
mind. 

10. Cf. H. Gundert, in Hermeneia, Festschrift Regenbogen (1952) 87: "im 
lernenden Besserwerden erfüllt sich das . . . Wollen der Seele und darin liegt 
die platonische Form der Freiheit.” 

11. See, above all, Oehler (above n. 5). Oehler has shown that in Aristotle's 
view che activity of the divine voüc is exclusively self-reflective, whereas in the 
activity of the human intellect che awareness of its own thought only accom- 
panies thoughts and intentions that are directed towards an objective. The 
self-awareness of the human mind always presupposes its being directed to- 
wards an object outside itself, whereas the divine voüg has no object of its 
thought and intention outside itself. This condition accounts for its being an 
unmoved mover (Brinkmann, Aristoteles Metaphysik [1979] 196ff). Albinus 
(epit. 10) and other Platonists after him (e.g. Procl. elem. theol. 168) used the 
Aristotelian concept of vénoig täg voroewg (met. 1074b35ff) to define the Pla- 
tonic ideas or forms as thoughts of God (cf. Armstrong, EntrFondHardt 5 
[1957] 4036). 

12. D. Tsekourakis, Terminology of Early Stoics (1974). 

13, Ingenkamp, RAM 114 (1971) 240. 

14. This is, of course, different from self-control and self-observation in 
moral life, which were heavily stressed in Stoic education. (See above n. 9.) 

15. Plotinus had to face adversaries who, as can be seen from the treatise 
enn. 5.5, simply denied the possibility of any sort of self-cognition, and whose 
argument, as preserved in Sext. adv. math. 7.310, he repeated literally 
(5.3.1.5). He gave a solution to the problem according to his own modifica- 
tion of Platonic ontology with its climax of wuyrj, voüc, ëv: the Soul cannot 
adequately perform this particular act, since it is still dependent on sense per- 
ception, which exclusively refers to the world outside. The One transcends 
cognition that presupposes che split between perceiving and perceived. So only 
the Intellect, being che intermediate hypostasis, is likely to be able to perform 
the act of self-cognition. This is pointed out in great derail (5.5.7 —8), since 
Plotinus had to surmount a large number of considerable difficulties. The clos- 
ing sections of the treatise corroborate the results of the foregoing with refer- 
ence to various passages from Plato and Aristotle, but without special regard 
to the Charmides. 

16. EntrFondHardt 5 (1957) 341—390; see further Warren, Phronesis 9 
(1964) 83—97. Marinus (vit. Procl. 25) describes acxppoaóvr as 1j eiow npóc tov 
voüv apogr) uic wuxns (cf. above n. 9), where both the element of volition and 
the intensified and incernalized cognitive attempt are adequately pointed out. 

17. Diog. Laert. 3.57; ps.-Plar. def. Á11D. 

18. Th. Gould, Platonic Love (1963). 

19. The cosmic function of &pws was also discussed by Aristotle (mer. 
1072b3). 
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20. Cf. Hyland, Phronesis 13 (1968) 1-31. 

21. Opstelten, MedKonAkadWet N. R. 22 Afd. Letterk. 1 (1959) 16f; 
Groningen, AcrCongressMadv 2 (1957) 113. 

22. E.g. Plat. Symp. 189C ff; Phaedr. 252B f. 

23. The Magna Moralia distinguish between three kinds of öpe£ıg accord- 
ing to the three faculties of the soul: ém@upia, Oupög, BouAnong (1187b37; cf. 
F. Dirlmeier ad loc.). 

24. On the problems of bipartite psychology see W. W. Fortenbaugh, Aris- 
totle om Emotion (1975). 

25. For comprehensive information see W. F. R. Hardie, Aristotle's Ethical 
Theory (Oxford 1968). 

26. E.g. Charm. 163B/E. 

27. E.g. Aristot. E.N. 1189a26ff and 35ff, where the difference between 
dewpia, noinorg and npäßıg is precisely explained. 

28. B 242: TIA&oveg ££ aoxnorog áya801 yiyvovraı ij and ploıog: "More people 
become virtuous by training than by nature." 

29. fr. 70 and 96 Decleva-Caizzi. 

30. Cf. E. Dirlmeier ad Aristot. E.N. 1095b5 (Berlin 1956, p. 273) where 
the material from Plato has been collected. 

31. Cf. E.N. 1143b15. 

32. Cf. E.N. 1152a15ff. 

33. Od. 5.408ff and 465ff. In both cases, Homer describes in great detail 
what goes on in the mind of Odysseus before he makes the choice of che means 
and ends of the action required in the given situation— without using, of 
course, the word npoaípeoic. 

34. A. Dihle, Studien z. gr. Biographie’ (1970) STH. 

35. Friedo Ricken, Lustbegriff in der N.E. (1975) 5G. 

36. Cf. the problem of just and unjust anger: Theophr. ap. Sen. de ir. 
.12.1; Philod. de ir. 41.26; Sen. de ir. 1.14.1 and 2.6.1. 

37. Only orthodox Stoics were prepared co condemn anger altogether, 
along with all other affections. Seneca, on the other hand, justified it, pro- 
vided it originates on the basis of che rational evaluation of one's duty to rerali- 
ate, to punish, and the like (de ir. 1.12. 1), and Plutarch pointed to man's duty 
ro correct his fellow man by means of anger with che ensuing acts or words, 
even at the expense of his own mental and emotional equilibrium (Plut. de coh. 
ir. 459c). This doctrine survived even in Christian theology. Through actions 
motivated by an anger that altogether disregards retaliation and exclusively 
aims at the sinner's education men become God's representatives on earth. 
This is caught by Basil (reg. brev. tract. 68 = P.G. 31.1129; cf, Isid. Pelus. ep. 
239). 

38. Alex. Aphrod. in Aristor. met. p. 327 Hayduck (cf. Aristot. E.N. 
111029). Another way to distinguish between different kinds of intention 
is discussed in the Exdemean Ethics (1224b24ff): both the self-controlled 
(éyxpatrjc) and the undisciplined (axpatijs) act, at the same time, intentionally 
and non-intentionally. It depends on which part of their soul is being taken 
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inco account. In the very act of self-control che illogical part of the soul is 
subject to force (Bía) against its intention, whereas the act of incontinence 
overpowers the intellect. From the point of view of moral responsibility, how- 
ever, and wich regard to che whole of the soul, both acts are intentional. 

39. The difference between Plato and the Socratic tradition on the one 
hand and Aristotle on the other can be illustrated by the following passages: 
Xen. mem. 3.9,4f; Plat. Prot. 358B ff, Apol. 25C, Gorg. 505C; Aristot. E.N. 
1144b18ff, 1152a15ff, fr. 52 Rose. 

40. We need not go into all the details of Aristotle's doctrine of human 
action, freedom, and intention (cf. K. A. Neuhausen, De voluntarii notione 
[1967] 93#f). Apparently Aristotle tried to clarify che meaning of many terms 
which he took over from Plato. So his distinction between £éxoGoiov—inten- 
tional but against che wishes of the acting person—and BowAönevov grearly 
clarifies the formulation of a problem which had already been treated in Plato's 
Gorgias (E.E. 1223b29, E.N. 1111a53ff and 1112al4ff). Accordingly, he dis- 
tinguishes between £koócia Kat’ dpefiv, Kata npoaipegiv, and Kata 61ávoiav 
(voluntarily according to desire, according to choice, and according to concep- 
tion, respectively: E.E. 1223a21ff). He observes that a man can act inten- 
tionally xarà 61ávoiav in the way which his reason evinces to be correct, but 
does not necessarily do so èx or and 6iavofac, motivated by his reasoning. The 
various degrees of intention, with special regard to responsibility in criminal 
law, can be adequately treated in Aristotelian terms (e.g. M. M. 1189b3ff). 

41. Aristot. E.N, 1111b9 and 11172178. Cf. J. Walsh, Aristotle's Concep- 
tion of Moral Weakness (1963); R. Milo, Aristotle on Practical Knowledge and 
Weakness of Will (1966); Santas, Phronesis 14 (1969) 162ff. 

42. See, for instance, G. E. M. Anscombe, Intention’ (1963). 

43. E.g. Stob. 2.5 p. 59.4ff Wachsm,-Hense. Chrysippus and his fol- 
lowers went so far as to teach chat affections or emotions which impel towards 
action do not originate from any illogical part of the human soul but are, in 
fact, false judgements of the intellect (SVF 3.461; cf. Zeno SVF 1.209). So 
knowledge becomes the only factor in moral life altogether. 

44. E.g. Diog. Laert. 10.133. 

45. Cf. M. Pohlenz, Stoa? II (1949) 71. A. J. Voelke (Volonté dans le 
stoicisme {1973} is mainly concerned with Roman Stoicism. Seneca wants to 
transform the gift of clemency, which his princely pupil has been given by 
nature, into a moral attitude from which alone conscious and responsible ac- 
tions result: wt quod nunc natura et impetus est fiat iudicium (de clem. 2.2.2). The 
task of education has been accomplished if moral judgement and decision co- 
incide with the order of naturc. 

46. See Tsekourakis (above n. 12) 75-83. The Stoics were aware, however, 
of the difference between moral and scientific or technical knowledge, yet chey 
rejected, with the exception of Panaetius, the idea of Aristorle's chat che dif- 
ference is due to different intellectual faculties of the soul or, more precisely, to 
entirely different modes of intellectual activity. See Lloyd, PBA 56 (1970) 
231. 

47. E.g. Aristipp. ap. Diog. Laert. 2.93 (fr. 215 Mannebach); Euclid. 
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Meg. ap. Diog. Laert. 2. 106f (= fr. 24 Döring); cf. Bion ap. Diog. Laert. 
4.51 (= fr. 12A Kindstrand). Socratic tradition apart from Plato is repeatedly 
referred to in Stoic philosophy: Cic. nat. deor. 2.18 (cf. Xen. mem. 1.4.28); 
nat. deor. 3.27 (cf. Sext. adv. math. 9.98). 

48. SVF 1.370, 3.138, 214, and 471; Sen. ep. 109.2. Cf. G. Scarpat, La 
lettera 65 di Seneca (1967) 215. The same topic in Epicurean doctrine is dis- 
cussed by Schmid, RAC 5 (1962) 743ff. 

49. E.g. Epict. dis. 1.2.33. Polybius reports repeated changes in the 
moral attitude (mpoaipeorg) of Philip V, whereas his nature remained un- 
changed (7.11.1, 7. 11. 11, 7.13.7, 10.26.8). The change can be called perá- 
voia, a term avoided in Stoic terminology, Caesar, in the view of Cicero (ad 
Art. 10.4.8), shows his notorious clemency against his nature and his voluntas 
(npoaipeoig) because of political advantage. Dionysius of Halicarnassus (ant. 
14.6.5) wanted to make the distinction between Greeks and Barbarians not so 
much according to language as according to intelligence and moral attitude 
(ovens Kai xpnotóv émrinbeupáuov npoaipeoic: understanding and choice of 
useful pursuits). In the Stoic view, npoaipeong in chat broader sense provides 
the basis of human freedom. A life in accordance with one's own npoaipeong is 
regulated by the firm cognition of what is just and right (Epict. 1.2.33) and is 
not influenced by any compulsion from outside. In Middle Platonic terminol- 
ogy, too, rpoaipeong refers to a general attitude rather than a single decision in 
moral life. IIpoOupia, willingness, is defined in che pseudo-Platonic Definitions 
(413E) as épqaviopóc npoaipéoetoc npakuxre: Manifestation of practical choice. 
In Aristotle, mpoaipeoig frequently refers to che individual act of decision or 
choice, whereas che disposition to act in à certain way, that is to say according 
to a vice or virtue, is called &&c npoaipeuixr (see above, p. 56). 

50. Cf. A. Bonhoeffer, Epiktet u. die Stoa (1890) 258ff. 

51. On the meaning of the term npóànyng, sce also Epict. 2. 17.44. 

52. Epict. diss. 3.3.3f; Gell. 19.1.15; SVF 2.992. 

53. Chrysippus, SVF 2.886 gavuaoiaı, ouykataBéoric, alodfosıg, öppai; cf. 
Iambl. de av. ap. Stob. 1.49.34 p. 369 W. H. qavtaoía, ouykatäßeoıg, opp, 
Aöyog. 

54. For further details on aodevng ouykatäßeoıg see Görler, Würzhlahrb 3 
(1977) 83—92. The same surprising juxtaposition of elements of cognition 
(éka Kai xpíoic: opinion and judgement) and volition (öAou toU fjyepovikoU 
porri: inclination of che entire ruling part) can be found in a Stoic definition of 
anger and other affections, as reported by Plutarch (SVF 3.459). 

55. SVF 3.278: ioxüc óvoc ikavög tv tO Kpiveıv Kai npátueiv A pH. 
"Strength: sufficient tension in judging and acting or not.” 

56. SVF 3.462; Epict. diss. 2.15.3. 

57. E.g. SVF 3.173 and 3.395; Epicur. fr. 1.31 Arrighetti. The notion of 
&mßoAr became important in the philosophy of Plotinus (see below p. 115 n. 72). 

58. "EmßoAn tã pikonoilag SVF 3.395; cf. Diog. Laert. 7.113; Sexe. adv. 
math. 7.239. 

59. "EmßoAn 3.3.6, 3.5.7, 3.6.7, 3.8.26; opp 3.7.3, 3.9.7, 3.15.9, 
31.24.11; npoaipeong 3.8.5, 3.8.11, 3.19.13; yvopn 3.13.4, 3.19.11; a- 
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BooXiov 3.21. 1. There is no clear distribution of these terms with regard co the 
predominance of volitional or cognitive factors in the act of planning or 
deciding. 

G0. Ptolem. de indie, 1-2. 

61, Albin, didasc. 2, 24, 28, 30, etc.; ps.-Plac. def. 41 1E and 414B; Stob. 
2.20 p. 137.20, 142.8, and 145.19 Wachsm.-Hense; Sext. adr. math. 9.167; 
Diog. Laert. 3.57. 

62. The first Stoic to admit this distinction was Panaetius (ap. Diog. Laert. 
7.92 = fr. 108 v.d. Straaten). 

63. Cf. Reinhardt, PW 22 (1951) 733ff; Kidd in Problems in Stoicism, ed. 
A. A. Long (197 1) 200—206; Dihle, JHS 93 (1973) 50-57. 

64. G. Watson, Stoic Theory of Knowledge (1966); Sandbach in Problems in 
Stoicism, ed. A. A. Long (1971) 9-21. 

65. E.N. 1177al6ff. 

66. Dicaearchus fr. 8—9 and 25 Wehrli. Aristotle, however, gave very de- 
tailed reasons for his being in favor of theory rather than practice: perfec- 
tion depends on the degree of consciousness in one's conduct of life (E.E. 
1244b23ff). 

67. The term emornpn àvunóOrtog (absolute knowledge) first occurs in the 
pseudo-Platonic Definitions, being an abbreviation for the &motrjun of che àpyr] 
avunößerog (knowledge of the unconditioned first principle) (Plat, Rep. 5 10B; 
cf. Procl. in rempubl. 1 p. 283 and 292 Kroll). 

68. 'Ynepávo fg eipappevng yevéo8ai: to go beyond fate; cf. Schröder, 
RAC 7 (1969) 533. This conception implies that the strict regularity of the 
cosmic process to which man finds himself subject and the ensuing lack of 
freedom experienced in human life have to be caken as an indication of how 
imperfect che sensible world really is. The same regularity had also been inter- 
preced, in che strict philosophical tradition, as pointing ro the immutability, 
eternity, and perfection of the order of being. The contradictory interpreta- 
tions of cosmic or natural regularity could be harmonized only by stressing, on 
the one hand, the irrational aspects of determination as experienced by our 
senses in practical life and by identifying, on the other, freedom and perfect 
rationality, which can be achieved through entirely spiritual activity only. The 
whole topic has been treated by E. Amand de Mendieta, Faralisme et liberté 
(1945). 

69. The corresponding Stoic concept of freedom in moral life, however, 
was difficult to accept for non-Sroics: Plut. Stoic. repugn. 47.1055F. 

70. S. Pétrément, Dualisme chez Platon (1947). 


CHAPTER IV 


1, Theories of will have been developed, in the course of 
medieval and modern philosophy, for various purposes. A distinct notion of 
will was conceived by St. Augustine (see below Chapter VI) in order to clarify 
which part of the human personality is concerned with freedom, sin, and di- 
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vine grace, since it turned out to be difficult co describe these experiences of 
religious life in terms of intellect and sensuality. Medieval philosophy, in chis 
particular field, is largely divided into Augustinian and anti-Augustinian 
positions; the same holds for che controversy between Luther and Erasmus and 
even still for Descartes’ concept of volonté dégagée. Human freedom and all its 
religious and moral consequences, then, could be thought of in terms of will. 
Hume returned for the purposes of his ethical doctrine to the bipartite psy- 
chology of classical tradition that explained the impulse towards action by 
mans irrational faculties rather than his intellect, whose activity was again 
restricted to sheer cognition. Kant’s concept was new in that he no longer re- 
garded human will solely as a response to the utterance or impact of a supra- 
human or universal will: it results, according to Kant, from the subsumption 
of subjective inclinations or impulses of whatever origin, as can be experienced 
in many ways in human life, under objective rules or standards of moral ac- 
tion. Freedom and responsibility thus become phenomena of an exclusively 
moral character. The need for a psychological explanation of what can be 
called will in human life was restricted to the field of ethical theory. The re- 
vived theological concept of a divine will char precedes, conditions, and in- 
deed creates any act of human volition (e.g. Schelling, Mythologie 2.563f; cf. 
W. Beierwaltes, Platonismus u. Idealismus [1972] 189ff) led to the vitalistic 
concept of will which we find in the philosophy of Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, 
and their followers. Will in that particular sense is considered to permeate and 
determine human and non-human nature alike. Recently, existentialism, 
which gives priority to existence over cognition in all problems of human con- 
sciousness, makes every intellectual act depend on a preceding act of volition 
(J. P. Sartre, Existentialismus ein Humanismus? [1947] 11) which, in its curn, is 
considered ro be entirely non-intellectual, yet to constitute human freedom. 
In spite of this great variety of doctrines which all demand a distinct concept 
of will, and despite che fact that empirical psychology apparently cannot do 
without the term, "knowledge rather chan action, belief rather chan emotion, 
the intellect rather than the will have been the central topics of philosophical 
concern" —sc. in post-medieval philosophy. This is stated in A. Kenny's bril- 
liant study on Action, Emotion, and Will (1960) 1, and fully corroborated by a 
number of rather weak attempts to give a psychological definition of will, 
which can be collected from psychological and philosophical literature, such as 
"A conscious effort to which our intelligence has given its sanction, or at least 
not withheld it" (Opstelten, above Chapter IH, n. 21). Kenny has contributed 
greatly cowards clarifying by means of language analysis the various concep- 
tual aspects of the notion of will, for no modern European language is bereft of 
the means to denote the act of volition, its initiation, strength, and direction, 
quite apart from its origin in either cognition or emotion. He tentatively 
ended up with a theory of volition (212) which comes very near to what Aris- 
totle called npoaipeoig. Kenny's concept of will, however, is not entirely de- 
scriptive but has kept some evaluative, that is to say ethical, implications, 
This is elucidated by the fact, as Kenny has pointed out (9 1ff), chat che con- 
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cepts of intention (e.g. approaching the fire in order co get warm, thus im- 
proving one's state of affairs) and motive (e.g. approaching the fire because one 
feels cold and wants to put an end to that unwanted condition) do not suffice to 
cover every kind of voluntary action. Some actions are performed in order to 
"exemplify behavior patterns" such as gratitude, friendship, or disobedience, 
without being caused, in che primary act of volition leading to them, by a 
distinct object aimed at. Those actions, however, and che acts of volition lead- 
ing to them can be described in evaluative terms only. Here we find, in a mod- 
ern theory of volition, the very detail which necessitated a concept of will in 
the attempts to make explicit, in a coherent argument, the religious phenome- 
non that human action is experienced as being in accordance with or opposed 
to a divine commandment. Kenny has been guided, in his attempts to analyze 
the semantic and conceptual implications of the vocabulary of volition, to a 
large extent by Aristotle's theory of action (npäfıg), and the same applies to 
G. E. M. Anscombe, Intention’ (1963). This has enabled them to open up for 
a more derailed understanding whar Hegel stated in his Grundlinien der Phi- 
losophie des Rechts (ed. K. Lówith and M. Riedel (Frankfure 1968] 51): Man 
muss sich nicht vorstellen, dass der Mensch einer Seits denkend, anderer Seits 
wollend sey, und dass er in der einen Tasche das Denken, in der anderen das 
Wollen habe . . . sondern das Wollen ist eine besondere Art des Denkens,” 
Aristotle took great pains to show in his theory of npoaipeaic how the intellec- 
tual assessment of and decision for a certain way of acting have to be separated 
from the intellectual assessment of and decision for che means and end of an 
individual action. By distinguishing the two kinds of intellectual perfor- 
mance, of which only the first is open to moral judgement, Aristotle suc- 
ceeded in deriving voluntary action entirely from man's intellect (see above 
p- 56). According to Aristotle, action can also be caused by thought only (An- 
scombe in New Essays on Plato and Aristotle, ed. R. Bambrough [1965] 155), 
whereas the traditional bipartite psychology has to explain human action as 
the result of both the choice made by the intellect and the impulse provided by 
the irrational faculties of the soul, This conception, however, which prevailed 
in many periods of Greek philosophy, caused innumerable difficulties in che 
attempts to solve the problems of freedom and moral responsibility and also 
prevented the Greeks from conceiving the notion of will. 

2. There is no difficulty whatsoever in translating verbs of volition within 
modern European languages. 

3. See for instance, Anscombe, Intention (above n. 1). In a recent contribu- 
tion, however, A. Kenny speaks of the triad intellect-emotion-will as separate 
abstractions from the “observable entity” of an acting human being (Free Will 
and Responsibility [1978] 39 and 44). 

4. E.g. C. G. Jung, Psychologische Typen (1937) 690; J. Jorgensen, Psykologi 
pa biologisk Grundlag (1946) 402ff (quoted by Løgstrup below n. 8); A. 
Wellek, Polaritát (1950) passim. 

5. See below Chapter VI. 

6. Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft Aff. 


Notes for Pages 69-74 197 


7. The plausibility of a historical account which was composed on the basis 
of deficient evidence is usually assessed according to these factors. See C. 
Schneider, Information u. Absicht ber Thuk. (1974) 169f, who refers co Imman- 
uel Kant, Mutmasslicher Anfang der Menschengeschichte in Werke, ed. Weischedel 
Bd. 9 (Darmstadt 1968) 85f and Friedrich Schiller, Was heisst und zu welchem 
Ende studiert man Universalgeschichte, Nationalausgabe Bd. 17 (Weimar 1970) 
373f, 

8. K. Løgstrup in Zeit u. Geschichte, Festschr. Bultmann, (1964) 517—530. 

9. H. Jonas in Zeit u. Geschichte, Festschr. Bultmann, (1964) 557-570. 

10. Sherman and Curtis, JNES 28 (1969) 231—246. 

11. Deut, 9:23; 2 Kings 17:14. 

12, Hebrew mahf‘böt, rendered by "thoughts" in this passage, denotes both 
thoughts or considerations and intentions. The same idea occurs, for instance, 
in Exod. 33: 19, which refers to the inexplicable choice God has made among 
nations and tribes by electing Israel, or Wisd. of Sol. 9:13 and Dan. 6:19ff, 
which illustrate how God's sovereignty surpasses by far the power of a king 
who rules a great empire at his pleasure. 

13. Cf. 1 Kings 15:22 or Ps. 51:12 and the careful distinction berween 
wilful and involuntary offenses in 1 Q.S. 7.3ff. 

14. The root mn denotes "being firm,” and its derivatives in che semantic 
field of human behavior may refer to che firmness of che believer as well as to 
the object believed in. 

15. E.g. Plat. Gorg. 454 E ff, where the restricted value of belief is 
stressed. 

16. According to Irenaeus, Abraham acts righteously to/untarie et sine vin- 
culis (&kouoicc xai áó£apoc) in consequence of his obedience to God (haer. 
4.24) and the heretics sin kata thv ióíav yvopnv, by their own decision, be- 
cause of their rejecting the revealed truth which they know very well (5.26.3). 
So obedience and disobedience rather chan knowledge and ignorance consti- 
tute human freedom. The specific meaning of miotig (faith) in che Judaeo- 
Christian tradition caused some interest in the question of what this cerm 
meant in the language of philosophy among educared Christians from the 
third century onwards. (Cf. F. Solmsen, "Early Christian Interest in the The- 
ory of Demonstration," Festschrift Waszink [1973] 283f.) Only at a com- 
paratively late stage of Jewish thought did faith become, occasionally, some 
kind of performance, comparable to almsgiving and other deeds (J. A. Ziesler, 
Righteousness in Paul (1972) 99f). 

17. Sherman and Curtis (above n. 10). 

18. Apoc. Bar. (syr.) 46.3 and 48.22—25; 4 Esdras 8.12 etc. 

19. Deur. 33:20, Hos. 11:9, Ezek. 28:2; Jer. 10:23 and 17:5; Job 
7:17, Ps. 94:5 and 95:6, and other passages where emphasis is laid, in vari- 
ous ways and contexts, on the unlimited power which God is able to exercise 
over mankind. 

20. This applies to che New Testament as well. The man whose healing is 
narrated in John 9 was born blind not because of his or his parents' sin "but 
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that the works of God should be made manifest in him" (9:3). This is not too 
humane an arrangement, according to the standards of human ethics, and not 
too different from che glory of Zeus revealed in the fate of Hercules according 
to Sophocles’ interpretation (Trach. 1278f). Owing ics very existence entirely 
to the purposes or the pleasure of the potter, the vessel cannot possibly blame 
him for its specific shape and quality: this simile occurs, in the same sense, in 
the prophetic literature of the Old Testament (Isa. 45:9 and 64:7; Jer. 18:6) 
and in the theology of St. Paul (Rom. 9: 21f). 

21. E.g. Exod. 15:26, 18:27, 19:5, and 26: 14; Deut. 11:27fand 28: 1; 
Jer. 7:235. 

22. E.g. Exod. 23:13; Mic. 6:8. 

23. E.g. Gen. 20:11; Ps. 1:2, 19:8, 34:12, and 111:10; Job 28:28; 
Prov. 1:7. Even the Book of Wisdom, which was written under the strong 
influence of Greek thought, describes the progress by che sequence &mdupia 
naiGcíac—àyánr —cvpnoig vov vópov—dàqg0apoia—£yyüc civai wot Oroü: desire 
for instruction—love—observance of the law—incorruption—to be near 
God (Wisd. of Sol. 17 and 18). 

24. E.g. Ps. 40:9 and 119:97. The will of God has to be "explored": 1 
Q.S. 5.9 and 11 passim. 

25. See above n. 23; Wisd. of Sol. 6: 12f. 

26. Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar zum N.T. aus Talmud und Midrasch 3. 18Gf 
and 193ff, have collected che material. 

27. Gal. 3:7ff; Rom. 4: 1; John 9: LA, Matt. 3:9. 

28. E.g. Plat, Gorg. 454E F. IIíoug has a somewhat different meaning 
where it is used to render Latin fides. The Milesians built a temple of niong in 
98 B.c. (A. Rehm, Miet I 7.295). 

29. That is why obedience and faith are nearly interchangeable (Deut. 
9:23; 2 Kings 17: 14; Isa. 7:9; Eccles. 35 (32) 24; Jos. ant, 20.48). 

30. H. W. Wolff, Anthropologie des AT (1973) 658 and 83ff. To illustrate 
the absence of a fixed terminology it may suffice to note that in Ps. 16:7 che 
phenomenon of conscience is described and located in the kidneys, in Ps, 4:5 
in the heart which, in its turn, is spoken of as che scat of all moral, intellec- 
tual, and emotional qualities in a saying from the first century A.D. (‘Adar 
2.92). 

31. E.g. Ezek. 2:4 and 3:7; Isa. 6:9; Deut. 29:18; Ps. 81:13; Jer. 9:13. 
See above p. 00 and J. Gnilka, Verstockung Israels (1961). 

32. Hdt. 7.12ff; Exod. 7—9 and 10:1. The Septuagint mostly uses the 
verbs oxAnpüvo or Papúvw to describe the process which corresponds to Hebr. 
kbd (hi.) and 5zq. 

33. 1 Q.S. 2.25-3.12 (cf. Dam. 20.9) This does not prevent the author 
from classifying very neatly wilful and inadvertent offenses (1 Q.S. 7.3-7). 

34. Gordis, JBL 76 (1957) 123-138; Stern, VT 8 (1958) 405-418; 
Wolff, "Wissen um Gott bei Hosea,” Ges. Stud. z. AT (1964) 182-205; W. 
Zimmerli, Erkenntnis Gottes nach Ezechiel (1969) 4 1ff; P. Bonnard et al., Con- 
naissance de Dieu selon le NT (1965). The New Testament and early Christian 
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literature use a special term to denote religious cognition. This word, éni- 
yvooic, usually means cognition in general in post-classical Greek, including 
the Septuagint (cf. 3 Kings 7:2). Sometimes it also has the connoration of de- 
cision on purpose (SIG. 826D16 [117 B.c.]; Himer. or. 1.17). See below n. 
89. 

35. W. Barclay, "Turning to God," Peake Memorial Lecture (1963); Theol. 
Wörterb, z. NT 7. 722#f and 4.972#f; Heikkinen, EcumRev 19 (1907) 315ff. 

36. Ezek. 3:20 and 18:26f. 

37. H. W. Wolff, "Das Motiv der Umkehr,” Get. Stud. z. AT (1964) 
130ff. 

38. Only where Hellenistic influence became predominant was che dif- 
ference between good and evil occasionally explained in terms of cognition and 
sensuality, for instance in 4 Macc. 

39. Cf. Exod. 33:19 or Dan. 5:19—28. 

40. E.g. Jer. 31:33; Jubil. 1:22f. 

41. The topic has been extensively treated by G. Maier, Mensch u. freier 
Wille (197 1). 

42. Two nveupara èv to ávüporno (spirits in man) Text, Ass. 1; two angels 
(malak) or spirits (ruah) of cosmic relevance | Q.S. 3.18f and 4.15f; two 
SiaPovAra (counsels) XI Test, Ass. 1; Judg. 20; two instincts of man b. Joma 
69b; b. Baba Bathra 16a; Gen. Rab, 9.9; Midr. Bamidh, R. 27.8; cf. J. A. 
Ziesler, Righteousness in Paul (1972) 118. According to the beliefs of the 
Qumran sect everybody has been given his specific share in both spirits, so 
that salvation is determined by che quality of the will of each individual (cf. 
Maier [above n. 41] 233—259). The conception of che Two Spirits survived in 
some parts of early Christian literature (Herm. mand. 5.1; Aphraat, Patrol. Syr. 
I 1.416. 17f, 744.4, and 848.20f; cf. Vööbus, JLAC 3 [1960] 152-155; 
Greg. Nyss. vit. Mos. 2 p. 45 Mus.). It is hard to believe, however, chat Matt. 
4:1—12, the story of Christ's temptation, alludes to che doctrine of che two 
spirits, as E. Dvornik is inclined to suppose (Early Christian and Byz. Political 
Philosophy 1 [1966] 413). 

43. Test. Jud, 20. The text of this passage has been transmitted in two ver- 
sions (a and ß A S according to Charles’ edition): 

[verte oüv... . ōu úo nveipara oxoÀácouoiv 
£v tip dvOpanw, tò tig dAnheiag xai rg nAavng. Kai pécov 
éoti tò tfj; auvéorc toU vods oŭ day BEAN tò xAlvan. Kai 
xà tie dAndeiag xal tà tig mAävng yeypamaı éni tò aridos 
5 tod GvOpdnou. Kai čv Exaorov yvwpicet 6 wüpıog. Kai oüx 
£a xaipóc év & Suvijoctai AaGeiv ávÜponov Epya, Sts év 
arrj8er dotéwy auóv éyyéyparra £voriov kupiou. Kai tò 
nveüpa tijc áànBeiac karnyopei návrov xai éinenupiozai ó 
üpapuoAoc èx tg idiag Kkapdiag, kai dpai npoownoy npdc tov 
10 xpitijv où 8Uvatar. 


(Know therefore . . . char two spirits dwell 
in man, that of truch and char of error. And berween them 
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is the understanding of the mind, inclining how it wants. And 
the deeds of truth and the deeds of error are written upon the breast 
5 of man. And each of them the Lord knows. And there is no 
possibility that the works of man can escape (sc. His) notice, as 
they are graven upon the bones of his breast before the sight of the Lord. And the 
spirit of che truth weighs all things and the sinner condemns himself co che lames 
(sc. of damnation) out of his own heart, and he cannot raise his face before his 
10 Judge). 


Apparently the redactor to whom a ultimately belongs did not properly under- 
stand the passage on the inclination of man's intellect and dropped it, replac- 
ing, however, oóveoic by ouveiönonsg, for both could mean conscience at that 
time (cf. Züveoic, Theol. Wörterb. z. N. T. 7.887), although conscience is not 
pointed to in this particular sentence. A. M. Dénis ( Pseudo-épigraphes grecs dAT 
[1970] 498) finds no indication of Christian origin in the above passage. For 
the date see J. Becker, Entstehungsgeschichte d. Test, XIL Patr. (1970). 

44. Hes. op. 289; XII Test. Ass. 1; Didache 1,2. 

45. To avert dualistic interpretations of that doctrine, the Rabbis were ca- 
ger to state that che existence of the two spirits does not testify to an indepen- 
dent cosmic power of evil. Both spirits are created by God, and even the bad 
one is necessary in che order of creation (4. loma 69b etc.). Sometimes the two 
spirits in che soul are replaced by the good and the evil angel that guide man 
through his life (Tosephta Sabb. 17.2f). The Zoroastrian dualism, however, also 
presupposes the existence of two tendencies of volition in both the cosmic 
order and the soul of man (cf. Colpe, RAC 9 [1974] 587ff). 

46. Philo (quaest. in Ex. 1.23-24) mentions two faculties (Suvápeic) in 
both the human soul and the cosmos. This seems to refer to Plato's doctrine of 
the two souls of the cosmos (Leg. 10.896ff etc.) by which regular and irregular 
motion are explained as resulting from spiritual activity, che latter no longer 
simply attributed to matter only. Euclides che Megarian (fr. 19/20 Döring) 
attached two daemons to everybody. The fragments are somewhat enigmatic. 
But it seems to be certain that Euclides was thinking of Sleep and Death. 
Numenius' doctrine of two souls of man reproduces che Platonic and Aristo- 
telian bipartition into logical and illogical parts or faculties respectively. Ac- 
cording to Numenius, only the rational part represents man's true self (fr. 44 
Des Places; cf. Corp. Herm. 1.12ff and Philo, de opif. 134). 

47. XII Test. Ass. 6 etc. 

48. Ps. 1:2; 1 Q.S. 5.9 and 6.6f. 

49. The exceptions are Isa. 1: 19 and Job 39:9, where the will of animals is 
spoken of. 

50. "Abst 3.15 with the commentary by K. Marti and G. Beer (Giessen 
1927). 

51. E.g. 9:4; for further references to the problem of free will in Jewish 
thought and in the New Testament see E. H. Merrill, Qumran and Predesti- 
nation (1975); G. Moore, "Schicksal und freier Wille bei Josephus” (1973) 
167-189. 
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52. Ps. 110:3; cf. Ps. 54:8; Hos. 14:5 etc. 

53. Ps. 5:13, 19:15, 69:14, and 145: 16; 1 Q.S. 8.6. 

54. Eùðoxia: Ps, 5:13, 18(LXX)15, 68(LXX)14, 144(LXX)16; Sir. 15: 
15, 29:23, etc.; 0éAnpa: Sir. 45: 16 v. 1.; Rom. 2:15; 0&Anpa év ovpavoic: | 
Macc. 3:60; e66okía: Luke 2: 14; Phil. 2: 13. Sometimes the words in ques- 
tion are unmistakably determined from the context, e.g. 0£Anpa (napas): Eccl. 
5:3 and 12:10; 2 Kings 23:5. Their use with a determining suffix, however, 
certainly prevails also in post-Biblical literature. E.g. 1 Q.S. 4.32f; 18 Prec. 
17; Ps. Sol. 8:39; Hen. 1.8; XII Test. Lew. 18; Iss. 4.3; Dan. 6:2; Naphr. 
3.1; Ben. 11.2, The term &xAoyf, which denotes man's free and responsible 
decision in the Psalms of Solomon, may well correspond to Hebr. rasan even 
without a determining suffix (Maier [above n. 41] 325—340). But the word 
can equally well correspond to Hebr. r'/z/ (see above n. 50). EvSoxia and 
GéAeiv are sometimes used with the accusative, indicating a personal object, in 
the Septuagint and the New Testament (Ps. 21:9 and 40:12; Tob. 13:8; 
Matt. 12:18 and 27:43; Ign. ad Magn. 3:2). In the case of OéAerv the usage 
does not correspond to idiomatic Greek, which only has 0£Aeiv u and the like 
(cf. Epict. 1.4.27 and W. Bauer, Wörterbuch zum Neuen Testament s.v. 0£Xeiv no. 
4), whereas ev6oxeiv occasionally occurs with such an addition in Hellenistic 
Greek (SIG* 672.27, dated 162 B.c.). The fact that in all these instances 
tübokeiv and 8éAeiv designate, like many corresponding verbs in Semitic and 
other Oriental (cf. Ev. Thom. log. 107) languages, both "to intend" or "to 
wish" and "to love" may well account for this construction. 

55. Mart. 26:39; cf. Segally, RivBibl. 2 (1964) 257 — 284, and H. Riesen- 
feld, 8w im NT (1936). 

56. Campenhausen, Kerygma un. Dogma 23 (1977) 157—171. 

57. For parallels and equivalents in Hebrew and Aramaic see Hunziger, 
ZNTW 44 (1952/53) 85, ZNTW 49 (1958) 12985 Deichgräber, ZNTW 51 
(1960) 132f; Feuillec, BAGB 4 (1974) 91f. 

58. Jewish ethics of the post-Biblical period were intellectualistic in the 
sense that responsibility was believed to result from the knowledge of che Law 
of God which had been revealed to Israel; cf. H. Braun, Spärjüd.-häretischer u. 
frühchr. Radikalismus | (1957) Alf, This does not contradict the firm belief 
that the understanding of the Law depends on the preceding act of acceptance: 
no one is able to understand the Law without fulfilling it (sec above p. 74). 
But another question was occasionally discussed in Jewish literature: to what 
extent has God revealed che knowledge of the Adamite, Noachite, and Mosaic 
Laws to the gentiles? The topic is treated, for instance, in che Revelation of 
Baruch (48.381f). 

59. Syll.* 983.4, an inscription from Lindos (second century A.D.) does not 
offer a parallel to Rom. 2:15 with its distinction berween ouveiénaic and ào- 
yıopoi (consciousness and calculation, respectively). The text—xeipag xai 
yvógnv xadapoüg ... xai pndév aütoic Servoy ouveibótac: "pure in hand and 
mind . . . conscious of nothing dreadful"—only enumerates the various as- 
pects of purity, according to action, intention, and previous life. 
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60. This view, however, is held, among others, by Strack-Billerbeck ad 
loc. (p. 89) and Michel, Römerbrief"' (1957) 69. The translation of &pya tod 
vópou, "die Forderung des Gesetzes, " is far from convincing, since öpyov has to 
refer, in the given context, to the act of performance, It is che man to be 
judged according to his performance rather than the Law itself that is mainly 
spoken of in che passage. See H. Lietzmann, Römerbrief” (1919) 40; H. Kä- 
semann, An die Römer (1973) 578; and C. K. Barrett, Epistle to the Romans? 
(1962) 51. There are many passages in Biblical and post-Biblical literature 
where God is said to have put his commandments into the hearts of men so 
thar they need not know the written Law in order to fulfil it (Isa. 51:7; Jubil. 
1:23). This applies particularly to the Patriarchs who lived before Moses (Ape, 
Bar: {syc.] 57.2) aad co che People of God in che Lase Days (Jer. 31:33). Ac 
cording to other authors, God has wrirten His Law into the heart of the evil 
spirit of the human soul (see above p. 80) to limit its activity (Strack-Biller- 
beck a4 Rom. 2:15). Sometimes the image of the law code written into che 
heart of man is confounded with that of tables in the heart where one's good 
and evil deeds are registered according to the standards of the Law (Jer. 17: 1; 
cf, Prov. 3:3; Targ. Jerus. ad Deut. 6:6; 2 Cor, 5:3). So both concepts, that of 
the law code and chat of the register, can be alluded to in the same words. The 
first, however, is absent from Rom. 2: 14f. 

61. “Otay yàp tOvr] tà ph vópov £yovta «iori tà toU vópou noimoiy, oUtol 
vöpov pů Exovreg £autoic eior vopoc: “Whenever gentiles without the Law by 
nature perform che actions of che Law, these men without the Law are the Law 
unto themselves." Flückiger (T5Z 8 [1952] 17—42) rightly argues that Greek 
and modern ideas, such as qUoic as opposed to vöpog, law of nature and so 
forth, should be excluded from the interpretation. According to Flückiger, 
qóci in this passage denotes che free or rather freed will of che reborn rather 
than human nature in the sense the word is used in Greek philosophy. Flücki- 
ger's interpretation implies St. Paul's belief chat chose among the gentiles who 
fulfil the Law without knowing it have already been saved through divine 
grace from the general corruption of mankind to become equals of Abraham or 
Job, as will appear on doomsday. The Pauline use of che word quoi is dificult 
to assess (H, Köster, Theolog. Wörterbuch z. NT 9.265 — 268). In Rom. 2:14/15, 
as Köster rightly observes, stress is laid on the face that Jews and gentiles alike 
have to face che judgement which is going to be passed on mankind according 
to the Law, The Jews have no advantage because of their knowledge of the Law, 
since they cannot claim to have fulfilled it, whereas at least some gentiles will 
turn out to be fulfillers of the Law. These simply did it on their own rather 
than being guided by human nature. ®üoet, in this context, means more or 
less "spontaneously," though certainly not “unconsciously” or “instinctively,” 
since the actions to be judged cause religious and moral responsibility, which 
only applies to wilful or intentional acts. Again, a concept of will is needed to 
make explicit the underlying ideas. C. E. B. Cranfield (Comm, Ep, Rom.* 
[1975] 156) suggests taking yüoeı in 2: 14 along with &8vr] xà pir] vópov Ey- 
ovta, for the gentiles do not have the Law by birth. Grammatically, chis word 
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order seems possible, though not very probable. Yer the meaning of such a 
phrase would be more than obscure. Gentiles are undoubtedly those who have 
not been given the Law. They can be contrasted to the Jews by birth as well as 
to the proselytes, "semiproselytes," qofoópevor tov Beöv ("God-fearers"), and 
to many people interested in and well-informed about the Law who lived in 
the world of St. Paul. The latter are certainly not spoken of in our passage, for 
they could not possibly be called vópov pr] éxovtes &autoig ci vópoc, "not hav- 
ing the Law they are the Law unto themselves.” The whole argument of the 
passage is about the difference between those who do not know the Law but 
fulfil it, and those who have been told the Law but do not fulfil its order. What 
sense could it possibly make in this context to define the gentiles, who are 
ignorant of che Law, only by their not having the Law by birch? 

62. Heraclit. Stoic. alleg. Hom. 37: Hierocl. in carm. aur, 14 p. 451 Mul- 
lach. See below n. 152. 

63. I see no reason to understand, with R. Bultmann (Theologie d. NT’ 
[1977] 217f) and others, the remark on the Aoyıapoi as epexegetic to the refer- 
ence to conscience. Three witnesses are clearly spoken of in thar passage. Cf. 
R. Jewett, St. Paul's Anthropological Terms (1971) 441—445, where the äpya wü 
vöpou are also discussed. 

64. 2 Cor. 1:12; Rom. 9: l. 

65. 1 Cor. 8 passim, and 10:29. 

66. Aià uv öpynv (on account of anger), in the same passage, refers to the 
ruler's intention to punish the law-breaker which, of course, everybody wants 
to avoid. 

67. See Xüvtaic Theolog. Wirterbuch z. NT 7.887 (Conzelmann). 

68. Fora fuller treatment of che topic of conscience in Biblical and classical 
thought see below n. 149. For St. Paul see Armstrong, ChurchOuartRevr 152 
(1953) 438—452, where his doctrine on conscience is discussed in the wider 
context of his ideas about knowledge, and Thrall (NTS 14 [1967/68] 118ff) 
who duly observes (124) that St. Paul also regards conscience "as providing the 
stimulus to moral action.” 

69. Cf. Mic. 6:8: "He hath showed ye, O man, what is good, and what 
the Lord doth require of thee, but to do justly, to love mercy, and to walk 
humbly with thy God." 

70. No Christian author of the first three centuries adopts or further devel- 
ops St. Paul's doctrine of conscience. This applies, as is well known, to many 
other specific details of his theology (cf. E. Aleich, Paulusverständnis der Alten 
Kirche [1937]. Tertullian, for instance, simply identifies conscience with the 
inborn and nacural knowledge of good and evil which the Stoics ranged among 
the kovai Évvoiai (general ideas). Cf. Spanneur, Rech. de Théol. Anc. et Med, 37 
(1970) 171. 

71. Apc. Bar. (syr.) 48: 38ff; cf. Strack-Billerbeck ad Rom. 1:20. 

72. Rom. 7:15:60 yàp katepyädonaı oU y1yv@onw" ov yàp 6 8£Àc toðto rıp&oow, 
GAM ô pioó 10910: "What I do, I do not intend; what I want, this I do not do 
but what I hate, this I do." The parallels to this passage collected in Walter 
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Bauer's dictionary (Polyb. 5.82.1; Plut. Lyc. 3.4; Jos. ant, 1.195, 14.352, 
and 16.331) could be supplemented by Eur. Hipp. 380 tà xprjov' &mioräpeoda 
Kai yıyv@okopev, | ouk éxnovoüpev 6’...: "Good things we know | but we do 
not practice them," where &niotapaı primarily points co knowledge, yryvooxe 
to intention (cf. Barrett ad loc.). 

73. Rom. 7:7ff; cf. Gal. 5:17 where che same phenomenon is spoken of 
and explained along the same lines. 

74. Xáp& referring only to human body and sensual life occurs, for instance, 
at Gal. 4:13; 2 Cor. 12:7; Col. 2:1. This is normal usage in New Testament 
Greek; cf. Matt. 26:41 tò pev nvedpa npó8upov, ń 6€ oüp& áoQevrjc: “the spirit 
is willing but che flesh is weak," where che contrast between body and spirit 
is meant, or John 1:13 oi obx ££ aipáuov oùôè éx BeAnparog vapkög ove èx 
BeAnparog ávópóg GAA’ Ex Beoü éyevvrj&roav: "they who were born not from 
blood, neither from the will of flesh nor the will of man, but from God" which 
is said of those who become children of God because they have accepred the 
divine Logos. 

75. The Pauline ideas about oáp& and oópa have been extensively treated in 
New Testament scholarship. See, for instance, R. H. Gundry, Soma (1975); E. 
Schweizer, Nentestamentica (1963) 180— 189; Moule, NTS 12 (1965/66) 106— 
123; W. D. Stacey, Pauline View of Man (1956) 198ff and, above all, R. Bult- 
mann, Theologie d. NT’ (1977) 226ff. The specifically Pauline use of cápE was 
adopted by some authors of the New Testament who wrote under the influence 
of his theology (e.g. 1 Pec. 4:2; Eph. 2:3 and 6:2). 

76. See Jonas in Zeit und Geschichte, Festschr. Bultmann (1964) 557 —570. 

77. Cf. Phil. 2: 12f: petà qófou xai tpdpou tijv £éautóv owtnpiav Katepyä- 
Geo8e Beds yap éouv 6 évepyóv èv piv tò O£Aeiv xai tò évepyeiv Unep tis eü6akíag: 
"accomplish your own salvation with fear and trembling; for it is God who 
works in you both rhe will and the deed according to His good will." It is 
entirely due to the grace of God, if a man has been given the faculty to produce 
intention (tò O&Acıv) according to the will of God. 

78. Cf. Dihle, RAC 3 (1957) 748—752. 

79. 2 Cor. 11:30, and 12:5ff; 1 Cor. 3: 16ff. 

80. Aıravara Col. 1:21; ppdvnpa Rom. 8:27 etc.; nveüpa Gal. 4:6; ém8u- 
peiv Gal. 5:17; yıyvooreiv Rom. 7:15; voüg Rom. 1:28; #éAnpa | Cor. 
16: 12 and 7 : 37; BoóAopa: 2 Cor. 1:17. 

81. For references see Jewett (above n. 63) 315. 

82. Cf. Tit. 2:12; Gal. 5:24. 

83. Noig tij¢ oapkóc (intelligence of the flesh) Col. 2: 18; copdg katà oápka 
(wisdom according to che flesh) 1 Cor. 1:26; BouAedoGai kava oápka (to deter- 
mine according to che flesh) 2 Cor. 1:17; ppövnpa tij¢ aapkóc (thought of the 
flesh) Rom. 8:6; yryvookteiv Kata oápxa (understanding according to che flesh) 
2 Cor. 5:16. 

84. Gal. 5:17ff ñ yap oäp& ém@Bupei Kara tov rveopavoc, tò 62 nveupa Kata 
ing oapkóc taŭta 6 àAArAoiG üvtíkercai, iva pi & &àv O&Arte vaüta noie: "flesh 
desires against the spirit and the spirit against the flesh: these oppose one an- 
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other so that you cannot do these things thar you would." Cf. Rom. 8:6 where 
vpóvnpa tfj capkóc is contrasted with qpóvrjpa tot nvedpatoc. 

85. L.c. (above n. 63) 248f. Rom. 13:3 (O6Aeig BE pi] poßeiodaı tv é£ou- 
oiav: "you wish not to fear che authorities?") presupposes that no one is likely 
to provoke, on purpose, the anger of chose who exercise political rule. Gal. 
6:12 (ö001 0&Xouoiv ebnpoowrnfoan &v capKi: those who want to be well es- 
teemed by others in cheir worldly existence) has certainly not primarily been 
said of instinctive or unconscious behavior. 

86. Cf. the famous description of that condition in 2 Cor. 6:4— 10, 

87. Cf. Rom. 7:24-8:2. 

88. Cf. Rom. 8:18. 

89. This can be seen from the use of éniyvwoic in the New Testament. The 
word had been used, in ordinary post-classical Greek, as a synonym of yvàoic, 
sometimes even with the voluntaristic connotation of deciding (SIG * 826D16). 
The Stoics made it a term to denote the act of cognition on the basis of forego- 
ing sense perception. The gavraoia which the mind forms out of aesthetic im- 
pressions can be called “a signal of nature to lead to the cognition of truth" 
(«péyyoc tfj PUGEWs npóc éniyvooiv aAnBeiag Sext. adv. math. 7.259; cf. Epict. 
2.20.21; Ptolem. de indic. 10), The Platonists did not use che word as a tech- 
nical term. It can acquire, in their language, the meaning of knowledge, con- 
cept or theory, and indirect or secondary cognition (e.g. Plor. 3.5.1.18). The 
New Testament, unlike the Sepruagint (1 Kings 7:2 etc.), restricts che use of 
the word to rendering cognition of God, cognition of the will of God, and, 
sometimes cognition of the religious and moral condition of man. This kind of 
cognition and knowledge derives, according to the Biblical tradition and es- 
pecially in che view of St. Paul, from faich and love, chat is to say from one's 
initial turning to God (Col. 1:8ff and 2:2ff; Eph. 4: 1 Iff; Phil, 1:9f). It does 
not come out of che free use of reason, and is chus different from secular wis- 
dom. The topic of the two kinds of knowledge is also well known from both 
the Synoptic and the Johanneic traditions. Through the coming and preaching 
of Christ which initiates or even anticipates the divine judgement (John 5 : 24 
and 12:31), the blind, poor, and simple come to see, to know, and to be 
saved, since they unhesitatingly accept che mercy of God. The wise and weal- 
thy, on the other hand, are blinded and rendered ignorant by their not accept- 
ing the salutary message (e.g. Matt. 11:25; John 9: 40f). Different from that 
of éniyvwoig is the history of £nívoia. It also covers a large semantic field, in- 
cluding the meaning of purpose or intention, which occurs in Attic drama and 
in late subliterary Greek as well as in the New Testament (Acts 8:22). Unlike 
éniyvwoic, énívoia never gained terminological value in the Judaco-Christian 
tradition, whereas it was used, in various ways, as a philosophical term. Ic 
denotes, very much like &vvoia, the concept or the idea which exists, on the 
basis of sense perception, in the human consciousness as corresponding to the 
objects in reality according to Epicurean (fr. 255 Us.) and Stoic (SVF 2 88/89 
and 390) usage. But its importance was greater in the Platonic tradition (see 
above p. 51). If reality is to be found outside the material world, énivoia, be- 
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ing a means of cognition or piece of knowledge vv áoopávov, of incorporeal 
beings (Sext. adv. math, 1.25), loses the foundation in sense perception which 
it necessarily has in the view of the Stoics and Epicureans. Yet once an énivoia 
can be derived from a foregoing one xai otro eic Gneipoy npoßuvouong tig 
£mvoiac ávapxov yiyveodaı tò nav: "and so as the process of cognition proceeds 
into the infinite, everything arrives at (sc. epistemological) anarchy" (Sext. 
adv. phys, 2.256). This is the most serious argument of the Sceptics against 
Platonic ontology. For obvious reasons, the term was of particular interest 
when the problem of the cognition of God was being discussed (Sext. adr. 
math, 8.56ff and 9.49ff). Since the Supreme Being transcends the arca chat 
can be covered by the ordinary or discursive use of reason, énivoia eoù (che 
apprehension of God) is likely to be due to a specific act of cognition at che 
very end of intellectual progress (Dórrie, NAW'G 2 (1967] 37). Plotinus, fi- 
nally, used the term very frequently both without terminological value (e.g. 
3.5.1.4 and 4.4.6. 14) and also to denote a new conception of his. "Enívoia 
accompanies human thoughts and intentions (óppai xai &iavóroic), thus creat- 
ing the awareness of them, whereas the divine voüg is, at the same time, both 
subject and object of its own activity, leaving no room for any additional act of 
becoming aware of its own being and thinking (2.9.1f and 5.9.5. 1ff, ete.). 
Thus énívoia denotes, in the language of Plotinus, some kind of cognition to- 
gether with its result, typical of intelligent beings that partake in noetic ac- 
tivity without being fully occupied by it. Their intentional intellectual effort 
enables them to grasp a piece of reality, and reality, so to speak, offers them an 
additional piece to perceive in consequence of that effort. The model easily 
applies to the problem of how to come to know something about the Supreme 
Being. 

90. See, above all, 1 Cor. 13: 12f. 

91. 1 Cor. 13:185; 1 Thess. 1:4 and 5:8; Col. 1:4f. For discussion of par- 
allels in non-Christian texts see W. Theiler, Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus 
(1930) 148f. 

92, 1 Cor. 1:23; Rom. 1: 16f, etc. 

93. Rom. 8:20ff. 

94. Rom. 13:10; 1 Cor. 9:19; Phil. 2: Iff. 

95. Rom. 4:16- 18. 

96. Rom. 11:32-36. 

97. 1 Cor. 8:1-4. 

98. Rom. 1:22; 1 Cor. 1:23ff; Gal. 4:3; Col. 1:9 and 4:8. 

99. Phil. 1:9f; Col. 2:2, etc. 

100. Ic was not until the late fourth century that Pauline epistles were, for 
the first time, adequately commented on as to their specific doctrines by 
pseudo-Ambrosius. 

101. Devir. ill. 11. H. Chadwick has conclusively pointed our that there is 
no indication of any direct relation between Philo and St. Paul (Ba//Ry/Libr 48 
[1965/66] 286 ). 

102. See above p. 18. 
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103. The same applies to other writings of Jewish literature that berray the 
influence of Hellenistic philosophy, such as che Epistle of Aristeas and the 
Fourch Book of the Maccabeans. There is only one passage where Philo uses 
GeAnpa (Leg. alleg. 3.197): 'ABpadp áxoAou8óv Beoü BeArjpanı (Abraham fol- 
lowing the will of God). Like Platonists and Peripatetics, the Stoics define 
BovAnoıg as ebAoyog Spefic, rational appetite (SVF 3.173). The definition of 
OéAneic given in the same text (Stob. 2 p. 87.22 W.-H. &kovonog BovAnang: 
willing intention) does not make much sense, since the meaning of éxovotog is 
already implied in BoóAnois in ordinary Greek as well as in philosophical ter- 
minology, whereas 6éAnoig does not necessarily have that connotation. Appar- 
ently, this definition has been put forward, like many others in comparable 
texts, for the sake of completeness in systematic presentation. 

104. Phil. spec. leg. 4.187. According to opif. det 5 che actions of the righ- 
teous man are always in accordance with the BobAnpa tig púoewg (intention of 
nature). 

105. Proclus in Tim. 3 p. 209ff Diehl ad Plat. Tim. 41A/B. 

106. Atticus (2nd century A.D.) argued thar the change of che design of the 
universe or order of being could also be foreseen in the potential (6Gvayic) rep- 
resented by che Supreme Being (fr. IV; IX Baudry). 

107. V. Mos. 2.61 (ikewg pine Geod: gracious nature of God); decal. 58 
(npévoia Beoü: forethought of God); aet, mund. 13; res. div. ber. 246. 

108. De prov. 1.7. 

109. Leg. alleg. 5.78. 

110. Aer, mund, 39—41. 

111. E.g. Gen, 8:22; Ps. 7á: l6 and 104: 14. 

112. Leg. alleg. 3.32; cf. Aristot. fr. 12 Rose; Cic. nat. deor. 2.37. 

113. Leg. alleg. 3.97—99 and 101f; sacrif. 55. In the view of Placonizing 
philosophy of the imperial period, reason is sometimes thought co be able to 
attain positive knowledge of God (ps.-Aristot. de mund. 399232), despite his 
being impetceptible to the human senses. On the other hand, the method of 
negative theology which first occurs in Philo (see above p. 10 n. 36), seems to 
have been developed by Alexandrian Platonists in the first century. 

114. Leg. alleg. 2.86 (oopia); Cherub, 27 (ayadöıng); fug. et inv. 95, plant. 
46, v. Mos, 2.132 (86vapic TAecio); virt. 49 (oouipiog Öbvapıc). Cf. Fascher, 
RAC 4 (1959) 432ff. 

115. Sonn. 1.185, Leg. alleg. 3.73; cf. Corp. Herm. 9.6 and 10.2. 

116. Spec. leg. 1.45f; cf. ps.-Aristot. de mund. 398a MK. 

117. Very much like his contemporary, the syncretistic auchor of the 
pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On the universe (399a301ff etc.), Philo uses 6óvapic 
to denote both the power exercised and the potential represented by the Su- 
preme Being. 

118. Dens immut. 77. 

119. Opif. 3, deal. 11, sacr, Abr, 18, v. Mos. 1.51, Leg. alleg, 1.5, fig. 10. 
Cf. P. Wendland, Philos Schrift von der Vorsehung (1892) 5. 

120. That no man is able to endure direct confrontation with che divine is a 
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well-known motif in most religions. Cf. I/, 20.131 xakenoi & 8eoi paiveodaı 
évapyeic: "the gods are hard to endure when they are present in their crue 
shape" so Elijah's vision according to 1 Kings 19. 

121. Opif. 23. 

122. Ebr. 145. 

123. The term used is áravvàáv (to encounter) virt. 185; migr. Abr. 79. 

124. V. Mos. 2.189f. 

125. BobAnpa ts ploewg (intention of nature) spif. 3. 

126. Leg. alleg. 3.113 etc. Cf. Dihle, RAC 6 (1966) 698ff. In defining sin 
as 1460c (affection), Philo is followed by many Christian authors, e.g. Origen, 
explan. in Ps. 2:6 p. 268 Lo. 

127. Leg. alleg. 2.50—52. 

128. Cherub. 57 and 109ff, Leg. alleg. 2.68, post, Cain 35, spec. leg. 1.41. 

129. Migr. 128 with reference to Gen. 12:4; rer. div, her. 267. This seems 
to be contradicted by the statement char sin results inevitably from human 
nature (v. Mos. 2.147; cf. Z. Knuth, Sündenbegriff bei Philon (1934]). In this 
context Philo has inserted che traditional Jewish doctrine of che Two Spirits 
(see above p. 77). He calls them 8uvápeic (powers or faculties), and locates 
them, the good and the bad one, in every human soul (qu. in exod, 1.23f). By 
interpreting them, at the same time, as cosmic powers through which God 
created che universe, Philo again finds a means to combine Jewish and Platonic 
(Leg. 10.896E ff) ideas of cosmology. 

130. Leg. alleg. 1.64—66, 2.49 and d. immut. ATF, op. mund. 149. Cf. H. 
Schmidt, Anthropologie Philons (1933) 59f. 

131. Philo's doctrine of revelation and faith is analyzed by U. Früchtel, 
Kosmologische Vorstellungen bet Philo (1968) 1648€ and Muhlenberg, ZNTW 64 
(1973) 1- 18. 

132. Mut. 81f, conf. 147f. 

133. Rer div. her. 69, 74, 85, and 265; Leg. alleg. 3.41. 

134. Conf. 145f, det. 138f. 

135. E.g. fug. et inv. 63 and 82. 

136. Post. Cain 15. 

137. Post. Cain 18-20; sacrif. 55. 

138. In this respect Philo's Epwg (love) differs considerably from Plato's 
(spec. leg. 1.44). 

139. Mut. 270: The divine teacher left his pupil when he had become per- 
fect (xéhe10c) oby övi &1eceiyOn . . . àÀÀà 16 ċxoúoov tod padnroü BovAöpevog napa- 
otijoai, iv’ önep Epnade umkéu éqeotoog voU SidacKaldou ywpic avayxne ató m- 
Sencvipevos éOeloupyo kal abtoxekeVorw npodupia xpopevoc, Evepyf ôr aŭto 
Siwo: yap ó 615à0kalog v» pabovu tónov npóg tv veu UnoßoAng tKovciov 
pehémy: "not intending estrangement . , . but wanting to establish his pupil's 
own will; so chat, with the tcacher no longer standing by and the pupil him- 
self displaying his learning without compulsion and in a spirit of indefatigable 
and unbidden zeal, the pupil acts on his own initiative. For the (sc. divine) 
teacher gives his pupil opportunity for unprompted, independent action" (cf. 
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Plot. 2.4.11.8). IIpoOupía is a favorite word of Philo's to describe the volun- 
taristic element of obedience, friendliness, or benevolence (spec, leg, 2.83, v. 
Mas, 1.63 and 2.137, sacrif. 57ff). 

140. This is expounded in Philo's interpretation of the story of Abraham 
extending hospitality to che three men or angels (Gen. 18; cf. sacrif. 58f), who 
represent God himself, his 6svapicg (power), and his apxn (rule). 

141. Mut. 177f, Leg. alleg. 3.228, praem. 33 etc. 

142. Leg. alleg. 3.47f. 

143. Deus immut. 89f, mut, 186, sacrif. 127, Leg. alleg. 2.83, agric. 17f 
with reference to Num. 6:9 (cf. Leg. alleg. 1.17). Philo explicitly distin- 
guishes between åxoúoiog and &koumog tpom (voluntary and involuntary 
change), the former always being sudden and unexpected. Both, however, af- 
fect the human intellect. 

144. Somn. 2.292; Leg. alleg. 2.60, 78, and 292, 3.211ff. 

145. E.g. Lyco fr. 23 Wehrli, Polyb. 18.33.7; Epicur. fr. 522 Usener. 

146. SVF 3.565. 

147. Deal. 64. 

148. V. Nikiprowetsky, E/encbor chez Philon (1967) 255—273; R. T. Wallis, 
"Conscience in Philo" (Center for Herm. Stud. Colloquium, Berkeley 1975). 

149. The function of conscience is attribured, without a specific term, to 
the kidneys in Ps. 16:7, and to the heart in Ps. 4:5 (cf. Test. Gad. 5.1; John 
3:19f). Suveiénoig means "cognition" or “awareness” in the Septuagint, not 
"conscience," che only exception being Wisd. of Sol. 17: 11 where the influ- 
ence of Greek thought and terminology is notorious (cf. XI Test. Rub. 4; cf. 
Pelletier, REG 80 {1967} 363-371). A term to denote "conscience" is ab- 
sent also from Rabbinic literature (cf. Strack-Billerbeck ad Rom. 2:15). The 
earliest description of conscience occurs in Euripides (Or. 396f, cf. ©. Seel in 
Festschr. Dornseiff [1953] 291ff, and M. Class, Spudasmata 5 (1967), though 
the story of Orestes and che function of the Erinyes imply the same idea at 
a much earlier stage of the myth. Euripides seems to have been particularly 
concerned with the problem (cf. Satyr. vit. Eur. fr. 39 col. 2.8ff), which cor- 
roborates the attribution of Critias TrGF 43 F 19 ro Euripides (Dihle, Hermes 
105 [1977] 28ff). In post-classical Greek, the concept and term (ouveiönong, 
auveidög, cüveocic) of conscience seem to have been quite popular (Polyb. 
18.43.13; Menand. Monost. 654; ps.-Isocr. ad Demon. 16; Jos. c. Ap. 2.218; 
Dio Cass. 52.31.6; private letter Pap. Flor. 137, etc.). Yet chere is absolutely 
no trace of a distinct doctrine nepi ouveibrjoecox in any philosophical tradition, 
though the term is of some importance, for instance, in Seneca (benef. 4.17 and 
21; ep. 25.6, 43.4, 94.55, and 106.7f; vit. beat. 20.4). F, Zucker (Zuveíónoic— 
conscientia (1928); cf. Snell, Gnomon 6 {1930} 20) attributed the terminologi- 
cal use of the word to the Epicureans, which cannot be sufficiently ascertained 
(cf. Schmid, RAC 5 [1962] 742), in spite of Sen. ep. 97.15. Marietta (Numen 
17 [1970] 176ff) reclaims the doctrine of conscience for the Greek Stoics with- 
out offering substantial proof. Schönlein (RhMas 112 [1969] 289) tries to 
show that conscientia was coined in Latin as a forensic term, but this disregards 
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the priority of ethical texts in the use of che word, where it is undoubtedly a 
translation from the Greek. There is not much to learn from A. Cancrini, Syn- 
eidesis (1970). The whole topic is discussed by Chadwick, RAC 10 (1978) 
1025ff. The most impressive description of retrospective conscience is to be 
found in Lucretius (3. 1014ff), whereas Democritus’ concept of £autóv aio- 
xüveoßaı (feeling ashamed before oneself, B 84 and 244) seems to designate 
only what was called prospective conscience later on. 

150, A good example of the tendency to harmonize Greek and Biblical 
conceptions is offered by Philo's doctrine that Isaac has received his virtue by 
nature (püoeı), Abraham and Jacob theirs through learning (pa85oei) and 
training (Goxroei; cf. Abr. 52; Jos. 1). The enumeration of the main factors 
through which virtue or excellence can be produced was a traditional piece of 
philosophical teaching from the time of Plato onwards and was handed over to 
nearly all philosophical systems. Philo simply applies it to the interpretation 
of che Bible without looking for a concept chat might be more appropriate to 
Biblical anthropology. 

151. Hes. op. 121ff; Phocyl. fr. 16 D. Clement of Alexandria interprets 
the anonymous fragment from an Attic tragedy which alludes to that idea as 
testifying to the Judaco-Christian belief in the angels of God. Cf. Acts 12:15; 
Herm. mand. 6.2.1; Orig. in Num. bom. 20.3— PG 12.730; Hieron. in Ecel. 
5.428= PL 23.1106f. 

152. The earliest testimony is Euripides’ fragment 1018 N’ (6 voüc yàp 
npóv éovv év ékácto Beög: "the mind is a god in each of us"), which was fre- 
quently quoted in later literature. It is likely to mean that man is determined 
by his own cognition and intention rather than by standards set from outside, 
without reference to a definite anthropological theory. Similarly, the character 
(180g Heraclitus B 119; xpónoc Epicharm. B 17) can be spoken of as man's 
divine guide (6aipav). Later on, however, Euripides’ saying was used to cor- 
roborate the philosophical doctrine of human psychology, according to which 
the intellect (voüc) had to play the leading part, thus being an equivalent of 
the divine guide in the popular tradition: Plat. Tim. 90Aff; Chrysipp. ap. 
Diog. Laert. 7.88; Posidon. fr. 187 Edelstein-Kidd; ps.-Plut. Plac. 4.5; Cic. 
nai. deor. 2.29 and Tusc. 1.65; Sen. ep. Al.1f; Epict. diss, 1.14. 126; M. Ant. 
5.27 and 12.26; ps.-Aristot. de mund. 391a12; Apul. de deo Socr. 16; Olymp. 
in Plat. Alc. I p. 17 Westerink. Aristotle's conception of practical intelligence 
(ppövnoig) as the eye of the soul to perceive ethical standards has a similar 
connotation (Soph. el. 165b35, E.N. 1144a29f). 

153. This kind of self-examination is described by Sen. de jr. 3.36.3ff; 
Epict. diss. 3.10.2; Diog. Laert. 8.22; Porph. vit. Pyth. 40; and Hierocl. in 
carm. aur. AOF (sce above n. 62). It seems to have been cultivated, above all, in 
Pythagorean communities. Precise assessment of one's own shortcomings, how- 
ever, had always been regarded as che basis of moral progress by Epicureans (fr. 
522 Us.) and Stoics (Epict. 2.11.1). 

154. Reason (voüc) is the guide in human life (opif. 30), is of divine prove- 
nance (decal. 134, opif. 77), causes human freedom (deus immut. A7f and 178) 
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and immortality (opif. 135, Gig. 14), and leads to both self-knowledge and 
knowledge of God (migr. Abr. 136 and 195, somn. 1.60 and 119). Philo op- 
poses the Stoic doctrine char the human voüc is a scattered piece of che cosmic 
yous, since he is not a materialist. But he agrees wich che Stoic opinion accord- 
ing to which the physical death that dismisses the voög into immortality ends, 
at the same time, the individual existence of man (Cherub. 114), 

155. The most important passages are det, 22—27, fug. et inv. 117f and 
131, deus immut. 135, det. 146, ver. div. ber. 7, praem. 84, Jos. Á7f, 215, and 
262, deal. 87, virt. 206. 

156. Virt. 206 tò ouveibóg, 0 póvov é& ánávtov Bixaotrpiov téxvaig Aöywv où 
napäyeran: “the conscience alone of all courts of judgement is not led astray by 
verbal skill." 

157. Fug. 118, deus immut. 135 (aty gwrög [ray of light] in the human 
soul). 

158. Det. 22f (aAnOng ävdpwnog £v vi] wuxA: the true man in the soul), fag. 
131. 

159. It prevents man from any tponij àákoóoioc: involuntary change, but if 
it has left the soul, xá8o506 euBüg didoraı toic éxouGioig opaApasi: an easy path 
is immediately given co voluntary errors (fxg. 117; cf. 114—116), for it has 
been given into the 8iávoia of man (der. 146). 

160. Der. 146. 

161. Zupnegukoc xal auvoixóv éxáotr wuxh: con-genital and co-resident 
in each soul (decal, 87), yépac &faiperov: a selected gift (fug. 118), éx tro 
npet£pag wuxng SiaeuxGeic: separated from our soul (fug. 117). 


CHAPTER V 


1, See above p. 68. The problem of how to reconcile che 
conceptions of divine rule and human freedom became particularly important 
in the post-Biblical period of Jewish thought. Jewish popular ethics in the 
Hellenistic environment heavily stressed the view that intention is the basis of 
moral evaluation rather than action and its result (e.g. Orac. Sibyll. 2.568 and 
123ff). 

2. This argument was to prove that the belief in strict determination of 
every event inevitably paralyzes human activity. Cf. SVF 2.956/957. 

3. Se. Paul's doctrine of predestination in Rom. 9-11 was not properly 
understood and expounded until the fourth century. The Gnostics found in his 
writings only the arguments in favor of their determinist doctrines and against 
the Old Testament tradition, whereas che Orthodox largely restricted cheir use 
of his letters to the task of moral exhortation. 

4. No attempt is made to give a definition of Gnosis. Cf. Guosis u. Gnos- 
tizismus ed. K. Rudolph (1975) pp. xi—xviii, 

5. The idea of ónepávo vv tij cipappévr elvat, i.e. to be freed from the 
necessitics of che created world and to return into an entirely spiritual exis- 
tence, frequently occurs in Gnostic literature and denotes che very goal of sal- 
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vation. The road to this goal may be opened up by a ritual like that of baptism 
(Exc. ex Theod. 78), but che goal itself is reached through cognition (Corp. 
Herm. 1.27, 10.8, 12.5f; Kore Kosmou 15; Corp. Herm. fr. 20 Nock-Fest.; Ev. 
Ver. p. 30/31; cf. J. Bidez and F. Cumont, Les mages hellénisés [1938] 2.243). 

6. Sce Appendix II. 

7. The will of a divine being is frequently spoken of as a hypostasis or per- 
son in Gnostic systems, above all where the origin of the created universe is 
being described. (Book of Jeü 2.44 p. 306.19 Schmidt; Gnost. Anonym. p. 
338.11 Schmidt; Ptolem. ap. Hippol. ref. 6.38.5f; Corp. Herm. 10.2—4; As- 
clep. 8.20; Apocr. Iohann. p. 31.9, 33.5, and 34.17 [Pap. Berol. 8502]. Ac- 
cording to the cosmogony of Corp. Herm, 13, che O&Anypa 0806 (will of God) is 
the father, the copia Geot (wisdom of God) the mother of man (2). Being che 
result of noetic activity, the will has to be strictly separated from all irrational 
impulses as originating from matter. O&Anoıg or 0éÀnpa has become, in this 
context, the synonym of BloóÀnei; which always denoted, at least from Plato 
(Gorg. 467) onwards, the impulse to act according to the previous cognition of 
the better. The same definition of 9éAnoic occurs in Plotinus (6.7.28), whereas 
the Gnostic Justin (ap. Hippol. ref. 5.24) attributes @éAnoig to beings of 
minor dignity. Conversely, the first Hermetic treatise (1.12ff) describes che 
way in which a spiritual being misused for che first tirne its freedom to become 
involved with matter in terms of BouAnoıg. The generation of a second divine 
being from a superior one, which process is exclusively caused by the intellec- 
tual activity of the latter, is frequently called npoßoAr| (npopáAAeo0a1) in Gnos- 
tic literature (e.g. Valentinus ap. Iren. Ager. 1.1.1; Simon ap. Iren. haer. 
1.21. 1). The underlying concept also entails a component of volition, since no 
external cause of the act is possible. This conception, however, was not re- 
stricted to Gnostic thought. Tatian made the Logos "jump" into existence be- 
cause of the will of che Father (adv. Graec. 5. 1: HeArpatı 8è vij ånAórntog autos 
nporında Aöyog. Cf. Ign. Magn. 8.2; Just. dial. 12.8). 

8. Apocr. Job. p. 10.211 (Nag Ham. Cod. III) where O&Anong is posterior to 
voc or Ev, Ver. 36/37 and Od. Sal, 9.3 Bauer. The évépyeia (activity) of the 
divine intellect is called 6éAnoig and again identified wich its odoia (substance 
of being) by the Hermetics (Corp. Herm. 10.2). The Gnostic Prolemaeus 
taught char God's will originates from his thought (ap. Athan. c. Ar. 3.59), 
whereas in the Hermetic treatise Asclepins no difference in time is admitted 
between God's thought, will, and action (8. 12f; cf. Iren. Ager. 1.23.2). Re- 
gardless of these variations in the Gnostic concept of divine thought and will 
the salvation of man always depends on cognition, which is, at the same time, 
cognition of both the plan or will of God and of one’s own nature (Ev. Ver. 30; 
Corp. Herm. 1.21; Apocr. Joh. p. 68. 13£ [Pap. Berol. 8502]; Ev. Thom. log. 67; 
Exc. Theod. 78; Naassenes ap. Hipp. ref. 5.5; Corp. Herm. 1.12, 1.18, and 7.2 
fr. 36 Festug.; Marc. ap. Iren. haer. 1.14.4; Ev. Phil. ap. Epiphan. Pan. 26). 
Turning to the Savior, repenting, love of God, or faith can easily be described 
in terms of cognition (Corp. Herm. 1.28, 4.4ff, and 5.1; cf. A. J. Festugiere, 
Révélation d'Hermés Trismégiste IL [1953] 109ff; Heracleon ap. Origen, in loh. 
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comm. 13.31 GCS 4.255), and the faculty of choice is attached to che gift of 
reason in man's nature (Corp. Herm. fr. ex Stob. XVIII Festug.) throughout 
Gnostic literature. 

9. E.g. Ev. Ver. 17; Ptolem. ap. Athan. c. Ar. 3.59; Hippol, ref. 6.38.5ff. 

10. E.g. the Gnostic myth of the fall of Sophia (Apoc. Job. p. 14.9ff {Nag 
Ham. Cod. 111}; id. p. 36.16ff [Pap.Berol. 8502]; Iren. Ager. 1.2.2; Exc. 
Theod. 30). The same motive occurs in Hippol. ref. 6.29ff; Epiph. Pan. 
31.11.4; Kore Kosmou 46; Corp. Herm. 1.12ff and 10.20 (cf. Festugiere, Révéla- 
tion VIT, 83€). The idea of a spiritual being, such as the human self, becoming 
able to cause evil simply because of its preparedness to take a risk (töApa) and 
to make the wrong decision (fom) by using its freedom (&£ouoia) is well 
known in the Platonic tradition, too. Cf., for instance, Max. Tyr. or. 41.4; 
Orac. Chald. frs. 106 and 163 des Places; Plot. 5.1.1.4 and 6.9.5.25. See 
below n. 65. 

ll. E.g. Apoc. Job. pp. 51.6ff and 52.17ff (Pap. Berol. 8502). In Herme- 
tic texts the will of God, called @éAnoicg or BeAnpa (1.8, 4.1, 5.7, 10.2, etc.) 
rather than Boúàno or BouAn (9.6, 13.6; both combined: 13.4, 13.19) and 
voluntas in Latin, can be identified with his goodness (bonitas Asclep. 19; be- 
nignitas id. 26; see below n. 65). Yet che dominating aspect of che divine will 
seems to be its power, av@evtia (Corp. Herm, 1.2; the meaning of the word 
explained in Gorta 39 [1960] 77ff) or öuvapıg (cf. Festugiere, Révélation MI, 
153ff). The whole system of cosmic order and determination (eipappévn, ava- 
ykn, tá&c) which precludes freedom of choice for inferior beings, has been 
brought about solely dei nutu (Asclep. 40). The sovereignty of che Supreme 
Being is extensively spoken of in Gnostic texts of different origin (e.g. Ev. Ver. 
37; Corp. Herm. 13.1—7; PGM 4.475ff, Naassenes ap. Hippol. ref. 5.7.25 
with reference co Exod, 3: 14), and it is che divine will through which this 
power and sovereignty becomes manifest. The same applies to philosophical 
texts of the same period that testify to a predominantly religious interest 
(Numen. fr. 17 des Places; Orac. Chald. fr. 7 des Places). Conversely, in the 
view of scholarly Platonism the origin of the ordered universe is simply re- 
garded as a natural consequence of the goodness of God (see below n. 59). 

12. OéÀo paßeiv: "I want to learn" (Corp. Herm. 1.7, 1.11f, 4.6, 13.1, and 
13.15; cf. Festugiere, Rétélarion Il, 110f; Act, Job. 95). Correspondingly, reli- 
gious and moral admonition is sometimes directed to the will of man: tò 8e 
ölvaodaı yvàvai kai BeAfjoaı xai éAniog ó66c ouv evOeia, "The ability to know 
and to wish and to hope is a straight road" (Corp. Herm. 11.21), or éníotaoat 
eig &autóv ("pull yourself together"; cf. Pap. Tebt. 27.4) kai éhedoevai or 06An- 
aov xai yiveraı (Corp. Herm. 10.7). A similar admonition is formulated by the 
astrologer Vettius Valens (5.9 p. 220 Kroll) who wants his followers to become 
atpati@tai wg eipappevng, "soldiers of fate." The recipient of the Hermetic 
revelation finds himself instructed (615ay@eic) and endowed with power (6uva- 
pwðeig 1.27). His powers, that is to say his virtues (13.7f), join his will 
(8éAnpa) to perceive and praise the order of being (13. 18f). 

13. E.g. Ev. Ver. 17/18 and 32/33; Corp. Herm. 7.1, 10.8f, and 11.20f; 


214 Notes for Pages 101-104 


Iren. baer. 1.21.4; cf. Jonas, TU 81 (1962) 96ff. The stress laid on man's will 
which seems to contradict the dominant role of cognition can only be under- 
stood from the religious character of the Hermetic doctrine. The same applies 
to the emphasis laid on the power of God. Cf. above n. 9 and M. P. Nilsson, 
Gesch. d. griech. Religion 11 (1950) 575ff. 

14. Cf. Dórrie, NAWG 2 (1967) Á6ff. The immortality of the human soul 
became a topic of predominant interest from the end of the first century A.D. 
onwards. This can be seen from Orac. 37 of the Tübingen Theosophy (ed. 
Erbse, 1941), which has been shown to go back to an authentic question put 
to the famous oracle at Didyma in late Hellenistic times (Robert, CRAI 
[1968] 589f). 

15. SFV 2.974— 1007. Cf. Schröder, RAC 7 (1969) 539ff; D. Armand de 
Mendieta, Fatalisme et liberté (1945). 

16. Sen. sp. 107.10; Cleanth. SVF 1.527; more drastically SVF 2.974. 

17. The main testimony is Aulus Gellius 7.2 (SVF 2.1000) and Cic. de fat. 
41. 
18. Ps.-Plut. de fat. 9.572F-573A. Cf. Apul. dogm. Plat. 1.12; Calc. in 
Plat. Tim. pp. 184.10 and 206.3 Waszink; Nemes. nat. bomin. 38 and 44, 
Corp. Herm. 12.8f. The doctrine of three gods or groups of gods was backed by 
Plat. ep. 2, 312E. The identification of divine providence (npóvoia) and divine 
will seems to have been introduced by the Platonist Gaius and his school. 
Thus fate and its cosmic determination could be explained as a law which the 
Supreme Being has given to the universe (Nemes. nat. bom. 36 with reference 
to Plat. Tim. 39Eff). Cf. Waszink, EntrFondHardt 12 (1960) GÁf with further 
references. 

19. The Middle Platonic doctrine of several levels of fate corresponded to 
the principles of Platonic theology at that period (e.g. Numen. fr. 21/22 des 
Places) and could be easily reconciled with astrological determinism as ac- 
cepted by the Stoics. So the Middle Platonic attitude co astrology radically 
differed from the doctrine of Carneades who had furnished the stock argu- 
ments for many centuries of anti-astrological polemics (cf. Schróder, RAC 7 
[1969] 553ff). The conception of subsequent levels of determination also oc- 
curs in purely astrological texts. Ptolemaeus (Terrab. 1.3.Áff) distinguishes be- 
tween Beia eipappévr (divine fate) which determines the cosmic process and is 
therefore, apetantotog (unchanging), and uox) eipappévn (physical fate), 
which governs xà éniyeia (earthly circumstances) and concedes áAAoiootiG (al- 
terations) in the chain of determination. The np@tai aitfaı (first causes), how- 
ever, always belong to the 6cía eipappévn. 

20. This conception originates from the interpretation of Plar. Rep. 617E 
and was generally accepted in all branches of Middle Platonism. W. Theiler 
(Phyllobolia f. Von der Mühll {1946} 35ff) has convincingly shown that Tacitus 
in a famous chapter (ann. 6.22) refers co che Epicurean doctrine of chance, the 
Stoic doctrine of all-embracing Heimarmene, and the Platonic conception of 
initial freedom of decision and subsequent determination. The Platonic view 
was criticized by che argument char a single chain of causation which connects 
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a series of events should not include different modes of causarion (Nemes. nat. 
bom. 37). This kind of argument presupposes the Peripatetic distinction be- 
tween the order of nature and the area of human action, where everything may 
happen differently (£v6exópeva kai üAAwg éxery). 

21. The Platonist Atticus (fr. 8 ap. Eus. praep. ev. 15.12. 1f) attributes to 
Aristotle a system of threcfold causation which, however, is noc to be found 
either in Aristotle or in Peripatetic literature of the second century. According 
to chis conception the heavenly bodies are invariably moved by Heimarmene, 
in the sublunar realm everything is caused by Nature, and human affairs are 
governed by Reason, Prudence, and Soul. Atticus strongly opposes this opin- 
ion, primarily by che Platonic argument chat the universe is animated, che 
whole order of nature thus resulting from a soul's activity. The terminology 
used in chis context, however, seems to be Stoic rather chan Platonic. 

22. Alexander even admits, despite the anti-astrological tradition of his 
school, that the stars contribute to causation in che area of nature (p. 169.24 
Bruns). But no Peripatetic could agree with separating, in whatever way, na- 
ture and what the Stoics called eipappévn, as apparently did some astrologers 
(Nemes. nat. hom. 36) and Bar Daisän of Edessa (see below n. 35). 

23. A doctrine concerning freedom and fate, composed of curiously hetero- 
geneous elements, has been preserved in an anonymous Vita Pythagorica 
(Phot. kibl. cod. 249 p. 439b36fF Bekker). The author distinguishes berween 
four determining factors of human action: a man embarks because of his own 
decision (kata mpoaipeoiy), is driven into a tempest by chance (xarà wyny), 
and returns safely with che aid of God (xarà 0roU npóvoiav). Heimarmene, the 
fourth factor, only provides the decermining frame for che whole life of man, 
such as his inevicably getting older, his being subject co physical limitations, 
and the like. This doctrine, which has been attributed, not very convincingly, 
to either Agatharchides (O. Immisch, "Agatharchidea," SHAW [1919] 77ff) 
or Poseidonius (Reinhardt, PW 22 {1954} 764f), supplements the Peripatetic 
triad of Nature, Chance, and Free Choice by God, who freely interferes with 
everything by his providence. Differently, perhaps Stoic, is Aet, plac, 1.29.7. 

24. This element had already been particularly important in Aristorle's 
ethical theory. He defined virtues and vices as erg npoaipeukai (choice pat- 
terns) which are brought about by exercise or training: the mind of a righteous 
man is inclined, in consequence of many actions according to the standards of 
righteousness, to decide for the righteous action in any given siruation (c.g. 
E.N. 1106b36, 1140a4). The same conception became attached to the term 
npoaipeong in later Stoicism, as can be scen in Epictetus. By that term he de- 
scribed the general inclination of the human intellect in its evaluation of the 
gavtagiaı (impressions) rather than che moral choice to be made in a given 
situation. The latter meaning of npoafpeoig clearly prevailed in earlier Greek. 
So npoaípemic, at least in che language of Epictetus, came very near to our 
concept of good or ill will, chough always pointing to a phenomenon of en- 
tirely intellectual activity (Epict. diss. 1.22.10, 1.22. 103, and 4.6.34; ench. 
1.5 etc.; cf. M. Pohlenz, Stoa IL? [1949] 164). 
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25. Philostr. vit. Apoll. 5.37. The change from qiAocogía xarà quar (phi- 
losophy according to nature) to p1Aooogia SeoxAuteiv päokouga (philosophy al- 
leging to be God's will), as documented in that debate, was also implied in che 
new meaning, which the word nious (belief, faith) acquired in Hermetic, Jew- 
ish, and Christian literature. Cf. Luhrmann, RAC 11 (1979) 48-122. 

26. Both fragments of the Chaldean Oracles and Numenius have been re- 
cently edited by Edouard des Places (Paris 1971 and 1973), who gives an ex- 
cellent description of their semi-religious character in his introductions. 

27. Albinus, for instance, strictly excluded all kinds of non-rational striv- 
ing for cognition from his concept of philosophy (didasc, 1-7), and Theon of 
Smyrna expects the purification of the human mind exclusively from sciences 
such as geometry or dialectics (Introd. Plat. 3.Aff, cf. Plat. Rep, 527D). In the 
period after Plotinus, however, theurgy became recognized as a part of the 
official Platonic tradition. lamblichus defends the use of meaningless cia 
évépata (sacred appellations), taken from foreign cults or magical practice, at 
the highest level of philosophical speculation, for the Supreme Being is not 
open to rational understanding (xpetttov fj Mote Siaıpeioßaı eig yvooiv de myst. 
7.4). 

28. Orac. Chald. fr. 4, 12, and 22 des Places. 

29. The same conception occurs in Gnostic doctrine (e.g. Ape. Job. 
21,198 | Pap. Berol. 8502) and, later on, in the Neoplatonic interpretation of 
the Chaldean Oracles after Porphyry (e.g. Synes. hymn. 1.210ff and 2.90ff). 

30. Cf. E. W. Cremer, Die Chaldäischen Orakel u. Jamblich (1969) 102K. 

31. See above n. 13. 

32. The "inventor" of Gnosticism according to the Christian tradition, che 
Samaritan Simon Magus, was already represented as a partisan of determinism 
(ps.-Clem. hom. 10.2 and 14; Recogn. 5). The same argument was directed 
against the Stoic doctrine of Heimarmene (Just. apol. 2.6; cf. Albin. epit. 
31.8). 

33. E.g. Theophil. zd Autolyc. 2.27; Just. dial. 1.5; Iren. haer. 4.4.5, 
Irenaeus (5.9), interpreting 1 Cor. 15:50, holds that only by divine grace can 
man become able to make the right use of his freedom in order to be saved. 
Justin, on the other hand, is very much concerned about man’s full respon- 
sibility for both his salvation and his moral conduct, because of his Aoyixi 
öuvanıg (reasoning power) which entails the freedom of choice. The divine 
grace educates and instructs him to facilitate the right turn towards God (npo- 
tponrj), whereas the demons blind his intellect (apol. 1.10), The Son and 
Logos is perfect primarily with regard to his intellect (apol, 2. 13); this can be 
gathered from his always being in agreement with the will of the Father (dial. 
61). Life according to nature and according to the will of God is identical in 
the view of Justin (dial. 3.4, 8.2, and 142.3; similarly Tert. virg. vel. 16, 
apol. 17; cf. Otto, ManchTheolStud 19 {1960} 19ff), and the divine help in 
reaching the goal applies to man's intellect rather than to his will (dial. 56, 
apol. 1.61). The order of creation is open to intellectual understanding, as is 
nature according to philosophical cosmology (apo/. 1.10). Conversely, Ire- 
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naeus blames the pagan philosophers for not having seen the will of che Crea- 
tor behind the order of nature (5.29; cf. 3.3.1). Accordingly, Irenaeus stresses 
the volitional rather than che intellectual implication of man's obedience or 
disobedience to God's commandment (5.27.2; cf. 5.26.2). An interesting ac- 
centuation of the two factors occurs in ps.-Clement (hom. 21.27) where the 
significance of baptism is explained. Baptism frees from sins which have been 
committed ¿v ayvoig (in ignorance). After baptism, however, the conduct of 
life should be modelled on the justice of God which is described in voluntaris- 
tic terms: Sixaiov tò O&Anpa tod ph áBikeiv, "Just is che will co do no injustice.” 
It is che mpoaipeoig in che Epiccetan sense (see above n. 24) which should be 
changed in consequence of instruction and baptism and should lead to salva- 
tion. The same beginning of a volitional attitude, but in the opposite sense, is 
repeatedly referred to in early Christian demonology. The demons have been 
created, very much like men, with the gift of free choice and the correspond- 
ing intellectual faculty for distinguishing between good and evil. Some of 
them became proud of this privilege and wanted to be independent of their 
Creator and this persuaded them to make the wrong use of their freedom. 
From this fall, for which they are fully responsible, cheir general inclination or 
attitude has been changed for the worse (Just. apol. 2.7 and dial. 88; Tat. adr. 
Graec. 7 and 17.3f; Achenag. leg. 24.4; Tert. adv. Marc. 2.10; Orig. princ. 
1.5.5, 1.8.1, etc.; Athan. vif. Ant. 22; Greg. Naz. or. 39.7; Epiph. Ager, 
66. 16. 1—4). 

34. Clement agrees with philosophical anthropology that man's faculty to 
choose freely is closely linked with his intellectual equipment. So moral evil 
depends entirely on man’s abrefouonov, his freedom of choice (paed. 1.62), 
obedience to God's commandment leads to life according to nature and reason 
(paed. 1.98— 103), and che order of the universe is open to rational under- 
standing (strom. 3.64.2f). Even the cognition of God can be supported by 
analogies taken from mathematics and astronomy (strom. 7.11.90.4). Tvoyn 
serves as the key word to denote both cognition and decision in moral and 
religious life (paed. 1.2; cf. Tat. adv. Graec. 7). Clement also stresses the cog- 
nitive implications of faith (níouc), which he identifies with free choice (strom, 
5.13.86. 1) and with Stoic auykatäßeong (assent) (strom. 2.2.8.4; cf, 2.6.28, 1), 
that is to say che assent which reason gives to a pavtagia (impression), built up 
from sensual impressions, in order to initiate action. Faith, in the view of 
Clement, is che basis of cognition (yv@aic) which leads to perfection (protr. 
9.88.1; strom. 2.2.8.5, 2.4.12.1, 5.86.1, 7.55. D, and there is no yv@oıg 
without preceding niong (faith); chis last is said against Valentinus (strom. 
5.1.2). Yet faith differs from other kinds of cognition: first, it always implies a 
decision to act, which Clement says against another Gnostic, Basilides 
(2.10.1—5, 11f). That is why repentance (petavoia), though being "slow cog- 
nition” (Bpadeia yvaorc) in contrast to àvapaptnoía (innocence) which is nporn 
yvücıg (primary cognition) (strom. 2.26.5), can be understood as a species 
of faith which leads to the üqeoic ópapuóow (deliverance from sin) (strom. 
2.11.2). The perfect Chriscian, very much like the Stoic sage, does not know 
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of pexávoia (cf. Didym. in Ps. 29 p. 8.29 Kehl). Secondly, every act of cogni- 
tion presupposes, in some way or other, the anticipation of its result (npö- 
Anync) by means of a guess (eixagia) about its object. Faith refers to the divine 
Logos, its object not being open co intellectual proof or understanding (strom. 
2.8.4, 2.13.4, 2.16.1f). Consequently, faith itself is ouykatäßeoıg (assent) 
and npöAnyıg which precedes yv@oıg, but by no means eixaoia, since it neces- 
sarily involves che decision to act (paed. 1. 101.2; strom. 2.79.5). Being antic- 
ipation, níatic remains inferior co yv@org (strom. 7.55. 1; cf. 6.99.1), but it is 
superior to normal knowledge (&motipn), since it tends to be transformed into 
irrefutable perception (xaxáAmquic strom. 2.16.3— 17.1). As can be seen from 
the preceding survey, Clement's conception of faith has important voluntaris- 
tic implications, for faith, in his view, is prior to intellectual cognition and 
closely linked with action and moral life (strom. 2.4.12. 1, 5.1.3.2, 5.13.86, 
etc.; cf. E. F. Osborne, Philosophy of Clement [1957] 127; R. Mortley, Connais- 
sance chez Clément [1973] 110f). Moreover, niong is che np@tn npög owtnpiav 
veöoıg, first inclination toward salvation (strom, 2.31.3) and a function of life 
rather than thought (qu. div. salv. 10 tic wis Epyov: a deed of life), and life or 
volition is the primary performance of the human intellect in the view of 
Clement (strom. 2.77.5). So niong denotes a first and non-cognitive act on the 
way to salvation. It is because of chis particular concept of faith that Clement, 
though firmly rooted in che philosophical tradition, could in fact cranscend 
the entirely incelleccualistic interpretation of moral conduct and religious 
progress, as set out below, n. 42. 

35. Bardesanes, Liber legum regionum, ed. Nau, Patrol, Syr, 1 2 (1907) 4508. 
The Book of the Laws of tbe Countries gives a different piccure of Bar Daisán and 
his doctrine from that reported in che antiheretic literature of the Syrian 
church. The latter only starts in the second half of che fourth century 
(Ephraem), when che Bardesanites had apparently come very close to the Man- 
icheans, whereas the Book of the Laws, of which the author may well be a per- 
sonal disciple of Bar Daisän, was already quoted, in a Greek translation, by 
Eusebius of Caesarea early in the fourth century. In the most recent compre- 
hensive study of Bar Daisan, H. J. Drijvers (Bardatsan [1966]) prefers the Li- 
ber legum regionum as the basis of our knowledge about him; Barbara Ehlers 
(ZKG 81 [1970] 334ff) gives greater credit to the hacresiologists. The prob- 
lem is of no great importance in our context, since the Liber legum regionum is 
dated before a.D. 300 and well attested for the circle of Bar Daisän by its own 
wording. Bar Daisán's acquaintance with Greek philosophy is not surprising. 
Porphyry quoted a writing of his in Greck, and Sextus Julius Africanus knew 
him personally. 

36. Lib. leg. reg. 18 refutes three different doctrines: everything is caused 
by fate; everything is caused by the free choice of man, except physical evil 
which is due to chance; everything is caused by free choice except physical 
evil, which is a means of divine punishment. The first opinion was held by che 
astrologers, the second by the Epicureans. 

37. See above p. 104. 
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38. For the parallel from Ptolemy, Terrabibl. 1.4.2— 12 see above n. 21 and 
A. Dihle, Kerygma u. Logos (Festschr. Andresen, 1979). 

39. Cf. Drijvers (above n. 35) 168ff. 

40. See above n. 33. 

41, This is a well-known topic in early Christian lirerature. St. Ambrose, 
for instance, attributes the superior wisdom of simple Christians co their faith 
(fides) which results from divine revelation and, consequently, surpasses all 
kinds of human knowledge (in Hex. 1.6.22ff, epist 34.2; de bono mort. 11.5). 
Thus God shapes both the wisdom and the intention of the faithful (in Luc. 
comm. 1.10; in Ps. 118 expos. 10.35). 

42. See above n. 34. The voluntaristic connotation which Clement intro- 
duced into the concept of ouykarädeong (assent) exactly meets Plutarch's crit- 
icism of that specifically Stoic doctrine (Stoic. repugn. 47.1055F ff). 

43. A surprisingly free use of philosophical terms and concepts is typical of 
early Christian theology. Tertullian, for instance, has derived his own psycho- 
logical doctrine, as set out in De anima, predominantly from Stoic sources. 
Nevertheless he does not hesitate to refer to the Platonic cripartition of che soul 
or the strict distinction between spirit and soul (voüc / yuxi) where he can use 
such details in his argument (de resurr. 17.5, 40.4). 

44. See J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (1969) 128ff and above n. 24. 

45. Barbara Aland points out that Clement's conception of faith as volun- 
tary assent was developed against the Gnostic doctrine of involuntary faith 
(Gnosis [1977] 2058). 

46. Origen's theory of freedom has been preserved, in the Greek original, 
in de princ. 3.1. (On Exod. 4:21ff see 3.1.8— 11.) For Origen as for all his 
contemporaries who were accustomed to argue on Platonic lines, freedom of 
choice (aùtekoúoiov) results from man's being endowed with reason, which 
constitutes his crue self (princ. 1.5ff and 3.1.3) and his being the image of God 
(princ. 1.16; in ep. ad Rom. comm. 8.2). Accordingly, moral judgement refers to 
intention rather than action (c. Cels. 4.45). Evil which has co be understood as 
pn dv (non-being) exclusively comes from man's voluntary turning away from 
his Creator (princ. 2.9.3—4; in Job. comm. 2.192— GCS 4.89). The will of God 
(GéAnpa) is self-fulfilling, according to his boundless power (audevria ir Joh. 
comm. 12.49— GCS 4.558), unless human activity contravenes, which only 
happens on earth. By adapting his will to the divine will man is able co trans- 
form his earthly existence into a heavenly one (de orat, Dom. 26). Yet man's 
voluntary curning towards evil or non-being never leads ro final corruption: 
the divine educator constantly improves the human intellect (in Jerem. bom. 
20.3-4=PG 13.530ff; in Lev. hom. 14.3— GCS 6.483ff), and even attaches 
conscience as a guide to supranatural cognition to man's soul (princ. 2.10.7; in 
tp. ad Rom. comm. 2.9 PG 14.892). Will, however, never becomes a factor in 
moral life which can be thought of independently from the act of correspond- 
ing cognition. Will originates from the intellect without being separated from 
its origin (princ. 1.2.6), very much like the verbal utterance which cannot be 
separated from its meaning (in Job. comm. 1.38— GCS 4.277). 


220 Notes for Pages 111—113 


47. SVF 3.1175, 1177, 1181. 

48. Origen mainly refers to Rom. 9. 16ff and Phil. 2.12f. 

49. Correspondingly, sin is explained from the cooperation of man, who 
misuses his freedom of choice (abte£ovonov), and evil demons (princ. 3.3.2—5). 

50. Oùx áAóyoc: nor without reason (prine. 3.3.2— 5). 

51. According to Origen man participates in God's erernal and spiritual 
substance. Consequently no human being can be excepted from salvation nor 
doomed to eternal damnation or annihilation (prine. 4.4.9ff), so that every- 
body will reach, after a long period of education and purification, the ultimate 
freedom of the entirely spiritual existence (in Mat. comm. tom. 17.30=GCS 
11.67 1ff in Ex. bom. 1.16— GCS 8.340). God's education mainly applies co 
the human intellect rather than renewing the will independently from cogni- 
tion. The human soul is constantly being led by exhortation and punishment 
to acts of cognition that reinstall its original righteousness, which has been 
spoiled by previous decisions resulting from error (princ. 2.9.5f; cf. E. Müh- 
lenberg, in Athanase, ed. Kannengiesser [1973] 215-230). Thus the final 
goal of che education of man, individually and collectively, is che full cogni- 
tion of God (see below n. 106). Origen's theory of inspiration has been formu- 
lated on the same lines. The Holy Spirit has not replaced the human intellect 
of the authors of the Bible, instead He has widened their intellectual capacities 
(H.v. Campenhausen, Entstehung der chr. Bibel [1968] 366f). 

52. Cf. E. J. Meijering, in Romanitas et Christianitas (1973) 221—232. 

53. Adv. haer. 4.37.4—6; cf. Just. apol. 1.43.8. 

54. Adv. baer. 2.18.4, 4.6.5, 4.41.2, 5.27.1; cf. Matt. 9:29. Iren. adv. 
haer. 4.14, 38-39; cf. Aland (above n. 45) 168ff. 

55. Iren. fr. 5 Harvey; Alex. Aphrod. de fat. 12; cf. Aristot, E.N. 111339. 

56. Adv. baer. 2.1.1 and 2.18.3. 

57. Adv. haer. 1.6.1, 2.15.3, 2.42.2, etc. Cf. Clem. Al. paed. 1.27.2; 
Firm. Mat. err. prof. relig. 26.3; Didym. in Ps. 29 p. 12.8 Kehl, and below n. 
71. The identity of cognition and volition in che divine mind was also taught 
by the Hermetics (Corp. Herm. 10.2; Asclep. 8.12f), whereas most Gnostics 
defended the sequence cognition — intention with regard to rhe Supreme Being 
(e.g. Ptolem. ap. Athan. c. Ar. 3.59; see above n. 11). 

58. Cf. G. May, Schöpfung aus dem Nichts (1978) 170ff. 

59. Adv. baer. 2.10.2, 5.5.3, etc. Both events testify to God's sovereignty 
beyond the rational understanding of man, in that no object of cognition 
could possibly precede the act of will which, consequently, is identical wich 
that of both cognition and action. 

60. Adv. baer. 2.37.1, 3.23.1, 4.4.2, 5.4.2, etc. 

61. In the view of most philosophers the intellect was to be called the di- 
vine guide in the human soul who leads man on his way through life (e.g. Cic. 
Tusc. 1.52ff; M. Ant. 5.10.6). Philo attributed this role to the divine nveüpa 
which is added to the natural equipment of man by divine grace and can 
be ascertained from the operating human conscience (see above). Similarly, 
Origen (in ep. ad Rom. comm. 2.9.3 PG 14.893; princ. 2.10.7) speaks of the 
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divine nveüpa, as do some of his followers. Didymus the Blind further devel- 
oped the doctrine of the nvedpa ti wuxfj napeCevypévov (spirit yoked beside 
the soul), which he calls yvópn and 81ávoia and which enables the faithful co 
communicate with God and follow his orders (de spir. sanct. 54—57— PL 
39.1079A; in Ps. 29 p. 11.2ff Kehl, with the editors notes pp. 162—170). 
But neither Origen nor Didymus mentions, in this context, the well-known 
topic that conscience belongs to man's natural endowment, which can be 
gathered from the fact chat everybody, regardless of his intellectual standing, 
race, or religion, is able to distinguish between good and evil (Joh. Chrys. in 
2 Tim. bom. 5.3; in Gen, bom, 17.1— PG 53.153; August. /ib. arb. 1.6 and 
15; trin. 14.21, etc.). Origen and his followers clearly understood the gift of 
nvedpa as an additional and supranatural faculty of cognition (cf. Hieron. in 
Ez. comm. 1.6f— PL 25.22). The grace of God enlightens the intellect rather 
than transforming the will of man. 

62. Dörrie, EntrFondHardt 5 (1957) 191ff. 

63. For general information on Plotinus’ doctrine see W. R. Inge, Philoso- 
phy of Plotinus 1, 2 (1929); Schwyzer, PW 21 (1951) 471ff; J. M. Rise, 
Plotinus (1965). 

64. Plotinus describes the way in which the universe is constantly being 
structured and animated by interpreting Plato's cosmology (especially Tim. 
30B and 39A), bur also with the aid of Stoic concepts (Diog. Laert. 7.142; 
Cic. nat. deor. 2.22). Cf. P. Hadot, Porphyre et Marius Victorinus (1968) LITE. 

65. Plotinus set down a coherent doctrine of evil in the treatise 1.8 (E. 
Schröder, Plotinus Abhandlung nóðev và kaká [1916]; Rist, Phronesis 6 [1961] 
154—166; E. Mühlenberg, Kerygma u. Dogma 15 [1969] 226—238). The inex- 
haustible productivity of the One constantly creates, either directly or indi- 
rectly, beings that are less perfect than the One itself (5.3. 15f). They only 
become evil, in the strict sense of the word, if chey do not turn again to their 
origin (5.3.15f; cf. Synes. de insomn. p. 159.15 Terzaghi; Macrob. in somn. 
Scip. 1.11.11; Porphyry has a somewhat different doctrine of the &morpogij, 
the return toward their origins, of lower beings [sent. 30.2] which has no par- 
allel in Plotinus). That the descent of the voüg into beings of lower standing or 
the embodiment of the soul respectively has two aspects—loss of dignity / 
creation of che structured universe— was already taught in Middle Platonism 
(Albin. did. 16; Taurus ap. Jambl. ap. Stob. 1.378 W.H.; Plor. 4.8.5.1; 
Iambl. ap. Stob. 1.379). The descent can also be described in either intellec- 
tualistic (false judgement, ignorance: Albin ap. Stob. 1.375.10; Porph. ad 
Marc. 32) or voluntaristic terms (1óÀpa, por, veüoic: daring, inclination, re- 
spectively, Plut. sen num. vind. 27; Plot. 1.6.5.49; Porph. antr. nymph. 11). 
Purely irrational volition (ópe&ic), however, which does not originate from the 
cognitive faculty as does BoGAnoic or BeAnong (Plot. 6.8. 1), is unable to create 
anything. In the field of ethics, it appears as love of che body which is to be 
shunned (Albin. did. 25; Cels. ap. Orig. c. Cels. 8.53; Plot. 1.2.4 and 
1.6.7.9; Porph. ad Marc. 6), The same idea occurs in Gnostic thought. The 
devil has no 8eArpaxa bur only émupíai, no volitions but only desires, his 
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faculties being exclusively destructive (Heracl. fr. 46/47 Völker). Later on, 
Marius Victorinus gave a Christian solution to the problem of the double as- 
pect of the descent: descent is fall in the case of the human soul, but salutary 
unfolding of reality through the incarnation of the Logos (Hadot, StudPatr 
6— TU 81 [1962] 419). 

66. The most important topics in Plotinus' anti-Gnostic writings are the 
refutacion of determinism and the defense of che basic goodness of che universe 
as the unfolding of che One. The most important trearise in this respect is 2.9, 
where the problem of will in particular is discussed 2.9.6. 19. Cf. C. Schmidt, 
TU 20 (1901) and E. Wisse, Hellenismus der Schriften v. N.Ham. (1975) GOR. 

67. E.g. lambl. ap. Procl. in Plat. Tim. 1 308 Diehl; Damasc. de princ. 43; 
Procl. in Plat. Parm. p. 1070 Cousin; Procl. in Plat. rep. 1 90 Kroll. 

68. The sources and purpose of Porphyry's ontological system have recently 
been investigated by Hadoc (Entr.Foud. Hardt 5 [1957] 108ff and Porphyre et 
Marius Victorinus [1968}). Hadot has shown that Porphyry's doctrine is based 
on two presuppositions, namely (1) the attribution of self-contained immo- 
bility to the One rather than to Being in general, and (2) the definition of Life 
as the activity of the Intellect, which conception, in turn, was based on Plat. 
Soph. 248 D/E (motion of the ovofa, Being, in consequence of the ace of cogni- 
tion which indicates its öuvapıqg, power, of being moved) and Aristot. met. 
1072b27 (ij tod vod évépyeta Conf: The accivicy of che iacellecc is life). Boch had 
already been taken into account by Plotinus. But only from the time of Por- 
phyry onwards did the triad esse/vivere/intellegere become largely accepted as 
denoting the "horizontal" unfolding of reality ac the level of the Plotinian In- 
tellect. The Porphyrian or rather Chaldean triad was set in relation to che three 
factors of education, the three parts of philosophy or the triad Angel/ 
Demon/ Hero (Procl. in Plat. Tim. III p. 165. 11ff Diehl) in later speculation 
(cf. P. Courcelle, Lettres grecques en occident [1948] 179), and was further devel- 
oped into many subdivisions by Proclus (in Plat. Tim. I p. 371f Diehl; cf. W. 
Beierwaltes, Proklos [1965] 93ff). Origen still combined the Trinitarian creed 
of the Christians with various triads of che philosophical tradition indepen- 
dently of esse/ viverel intellegere (de princ. 1.3.8): Cum ergo primo, ut sint, babeant 
ex deo patre, secundo, ut rationabilia sint, babeant ex verbo; tertio, ut sint sancta, 
babeant ex spiritu sancto. Here the subdivisions of physics/dialectics/echics and 
nature/doctrine/training are referred to. 

69. This opinion had been clearly formulated by Albinus (epit. 10; see 
above n. 27) and was shared by Plotinus and Porphyry (sent. 27). Only Plato- 
nists from lamblichus onwards introduced the doctrine that the way towards 
the Supreme Being could be opened up, independently from intellectual en- 
deavour, by means of prayer, incantation, and ritual, that is to say by practice 
taken over from popular religion, magic, and astrology. Thus theurgy, prac- 
ticed only in the subculture of philosophy during the preceding centuries, be- 
came an officially recognized part of Platonic philosophy (Proclus, The Elements 
of Theology,’ ed. E. R. Dodds [Oxford 1963] Introduction pp. xixf). Iambli- 
chus was firmly convinced that the divine transcended all intellectual capaci- 
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ties of man (de myst, 1.3), and that man could be freed from che bonds of fate 
and matter by either cognition or theurgy (de myst. 8.6; cf. Corp. Herm. 
12.6ff). This view was strictly opposed by Porphyry (ad Aneb. 2. 13a; cf. 
Theiler, EntrFondHardt [1955] 87), despite his predilection for demonology 
(cf. Zintzen, RAC 9 [1976] 655ff) which was not shared by his master 
(2.9.9.27, 6.5 [23] 6). 

70. The ethical and religious aspect of this conception, both in Platonic 
and Christian tradition, has been analyzed by H. Merki, 'Opoíooig Oca 
(1956). 

71. According to Plotinus, it is the inexhaustible wealth and the goodness 
of the One rather than the will to use its power to which the world owes its 
existence (3.2.3, 6.8.6). The will of both the Intellect and the One is always 
directed to what is good, especially if their noetic activity is directed towards 
themselves. That is why Plotinus rejects che doctrine that a superior being 
turns downwards to create an inferior one, though this seems co be indicated 
by Plato (Phaedr. 246B). In the view of Plotinus, creation of inferior beings is 
but the consequence of che goodness of the higher ones (3.4.15.2, 4.3.27.1 
and 7; cf. H. Dorrie, Festschrift Hirschberger (1965] 119ff). Later Neoplato- 
nists, too, defined God's goodness, his inexhaustible affluence and munificence 
rather than his power or will, as the cause of creation. The structured and 
animated universe corresponds co the divine ayadörng (goodness) on a lower 
level of reality (Procl. in Plat. Tim. 1 25f and 3628 Diehl; elem. theol, 12 and 
25; Sall. de deis 7.2; August. ep. 140.4 and 57). According to Proclus the 
önpioupyikf npóvoia (creative providence) comes from the divine BovAnang (in- 
tention) which is, in its turn, the result of the divine áya0ótnc (in Plat. Tim. I 
370f; Calcid. in Plat. Tim. pp. 204f Waszink). 

72. Plotinus’ vocabulary is full of words denoting kinds of volition: Boú- 
Anoıg, 8éAnoic, emßoAn (ujc &iavoíacg)—a Stoic term which occurs very fre- 
quently (cf. J. M. Rist, Plotinus [1965] 49ff; on Porphyry's use of the term 
and its voluntaristic implications see A. Smith, Porphyrys Place in the Néo- 
platonic Tradition [The Hague 1974} 1)—épekic, vetoic, pon, àyánn, mo- 
tpopn, "desire," "impulse"—a Gnostic term (Valent. ap. Iren. haer. 1.4.5) 
which became particularly important in Plotinus' philosophy (O. Becker, 
Plotin u. das Problem der geistigen Aneignung [1940] 23ff, Zintzen, RAM 108 
[1965] 7 1(f)—1ó3pa, "daring," ecc. Plotinus gave a more precise meaning to 
the traditional term npoaipeong (Rist, EntrFondHardt 21 [1974] 106ff). He 
carefully distinguished between volition from irrational impulses (ópe£ic) and 
intention implied in cognition (BowAnoic) (6.8.13). The former, very much 
like sensual perception, can only get hold of an image of a picce of reality, 
whereas BowAnoic, being a mode of noetic activity, is able to create a new 
hypostasis (5.3 passim; Porph. sent. 43; cf. Procl. elem. theol. 131). But inten- 
tion as an intellectual phenomenon has also ro be classified according to the 
ontological level of its performance: &ávoia corresponds to yuyń, BouAnoic to 
voüg (3.9.1.35; cf. Dodds, EntrFondHardt 5 [1957] 14). Accordingly, life as 
Évépyeia tou vou, activity of the intellect, is different at the various levels 
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(3.8.8; Porph. sent. 12), perfection being perfect life (1.4.3, 1.4.13). Finally, 
the One can be taken as pure volition (BovAnong 6.8. 13), since every individual 
being owes its existence to a voluntary cognitive act of the antecedent hypo- 
stasis, and all these acts originate, in che last instance, from the One (cf. Procl. 
elem, theol. 7). The essentially religious idea that the Supreme Being has to be 
experienced and thought of primarily as creative power and intention was al- 
ready widely discussed in Hermetic literature (Corp. Herm. 10.2; Asclep. 
8.12f). But whereas in religious life the dynamistic aspect of this phenomenon 
undoubtedly predominates, Plotinus cried co get hold of it from the intellec- 
tualistic point of view: how is one to understand che relation between creative 
unity and created multiplicity? So all the voluntaristic details in Plotinus’ phi- 
losophy should not be overrated (for a recent mise au point of the problem in- 
volved see Mortley, AJPh 96 {1975} 363—377). In the view of Plotinus, will 
or intention, insofar as it contributes to the unfolding of reality, remains the 
implication or result of thought and cognition. Perfect noetic activity un- 
doubtedly is pure contemplation (dewpeiv) as performed by the One. This 
most elevated activity has no need of any preexisting object and is, therefore, 
entirely creative, though turned towards che contemplator. At the highest 
level of being the difference between thought and intention loses any signifi- 
cance. This concept of the ultimate unity of thought and intention, which was 
always present in Neoplatonic ontology, sometimes seems to be unduly ne- 
glected in Ernst Benz’ study (Marius Victorinus n. die Willensmetaphysik (1932] 
298ff). Plotinus dealt with this difficult topic, especially in 6.8. 

73. The topic has been extensively treated by C. W. van Essen-Zeeman, De 
plaats van de wil in Plotinus (1946). Cf, Becker (above n. 72) 14ff and Inge 
(above n. 63) 1.253ff and 2.113ff. 

74. Evil is due to an intentional violation of the order of being (takic), 
which is caused, in its curn, by yvopn àoópperpoc, disproportionate judge- 
ment (Porph. ad Marc. 32; cf. Albin. ap. Stob. 1,375.10 W.H.). A similar 
platonizing formulation has been preserved in Arnobius (see below p. 126 n. 17). 

75. Cf. Theiler, Porphyrios und Augustinus (1933) 28f. Neither Plotinus nor 
Porphyry though underrated che moral importance of action (émpéAeia) which 
always presupposes volition, npoaípeoic, on which moral evaluation of the en- 
suing action entirely depends. TIpoaipeorg, however, is to be found èv vö (in 
mind) rather than èv npd€ei (in action) (Plot. 6.8.2; Porph. ad Marc. 8; cf. 
Simplic. in Epic. ench. 7 p. 44/45 Dübner: 9éAnoig wuyiic Evöohev otoa 
xivnoic: the will of che soul is an inward motion). Later Neoplatonists even 
tried to describe the voluntaristic aspect of what is going on in the human 
soul: Marinus (vit. Procl. 25) defines owppoatvn as atpogr) via wuxäg cicw eig 
1óv voüv: a turning of the soul into the mind. 

Porphyry, however, explained (ad Marc. 24) moral and spiritual progress as 
a performance which has an important intellectual section from which a vo- 
litional motion originates. But the whole process is initiated by the non- 
cognitive act of faith: movedoai dei 6u póvr] owenpia fj npóc tóv Gedv émorpogri, 
xai Motevoavta og Evı padiota onouóáoa! vàÀn8fj yv@vai nepi aŭtoĝ, Kai yvóvta 
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£pacOfjvat tod yvco8évtoc, Epaoßevra őt EAniorv ayadaig tpégeiv thy wuxnv iå 
tod Bíou: "It is necessary to believe that to turn to God is the only salvation, 
and believing thus to strive exclusively to know the truch concerning Him, 
and knowing, to love what is so known, and loving, to nourish the soul with 
good hope through life," Porphyry did not restrict the voluntaristic approach 
to the area of asceticism, important as this factor might be in his ethical theory 
(ad Marc. 9). In a comparable way Origen explained the "Christian virtues" of 
1 Cor. 13: XxoixeióoecG p£v Exeıv Aöyov ujv niony, npokonrjo dt thv £Aníba, teder- 
étntoc 8& thy áyánnv: exposition [of che Christian faith} is grounded in belief; 
progress [in the faith] on hope, and perfection [in the faith] on love (in ep. ad 
Rom. comm. 4.6 p. 212.4 Scherer; the Latin text PG 14). 

76. Will remained. a hypostasis in later Neoplatonic ontology, after Por- 
phyry had introduced the Chaldean triad (e.g. Calc. ir Plat. Tim. pp. 204f 
and 344f Waszink; Synes. Aymn. 2 passim). 

77. Plotinus greatly contributed to che knowledge of human psychology 
(H. J. Blumenthal, Plotinus' Psychology (1971); G. J. P. O'Daly, Plotinus’ Phi- 
losophy of the Self [Dublin 1973}). He discovered the difference between self- 
cognition and self-consciousness (Schwyzer, EntrFondHardt 5 [1957] 341— 
370), he put forward an elaborate theory of indirect cognition (2.9. 1—3; cf. 
Dórrie, NAWG 2 [1967] 37), and he investigated in what way intelligence 
and memory constitute man's individuality (5.3.49.3, 4.3.27.25ff). But the 
problem of will does not seem to be one of his favorite psychological topics. 
The doctrine of the difference berween éxoóoiov (voluntarily) and &g' qpiv (in 
our power) which he developed from Peripatetic and Stoic sources (6.8. 1; cf. 
Alex. Aphr. de fat. pp. 183f Bruns; Simplic. ir Epict. ench. p. 14 Dübner), has 
not been formulated in terms of volirion. So the priority of cognition became 
firmly established in ethical theory of late antiquity: Afjhov . . . du nponyeltai 
pév fj UnöAnwıc Kai Aoyikrj tic o00a yvóoiG Kai àávOponco npénouca: "It is clear 
that perception comes first being both a logical power of thought and proper 
to mankind" (Simplic. in Epict. ench. p. 4.29 Dibner; cf. p. 33.26). Plotinus 
derived even the involuntary (veu &iavoíac) rule or control of the soul over the 
body from its subconscious knowledge of a higher level of reality (2.9. 1. 14ff, 
4.8.2). 

78. The aütefoóoi0v, freedom of choice, comes from man's capacity to 
grasp the &ya8óv (the good) by an act of cognition (6.8.5/6). In the case of the 
One the áya8óv as che object of cognition is identical with the perceiving One 
(see above n. 71). That is why in the One will cannot be separated from 
thought. Otherwise che Onc's free intention would be arbitrary, since not nec- 
essarily directed towards the ayaßöv. For che same reason the freedom of lower 
beings only applies to their relarionship to subordinate ones. Their relation to 
superior beings cannot be free for these already contain what is áyaBóv in che 
lower ones (3.9.3; Porph. sent. 31). The human soul, according to Plotinus, is 
superior to fate as determined by the stars, since it is able to perceive, in a free 
act of cognition, the order of being (5.1.2.1; cf. Porph. ap. Eus. praep. ev. 
11.28.15). This does not entail a devaluation of the universe, as it does in 
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Gnostic thought (Plor. 2.9.5.6 etc.). The freedom of the Supreme Being, too, 
can only result from its entirely noetic nature that prevents it from suffering 
affection. By this argument Porphyry tried to refute theurgy, since cult, 
magic, or prayer is meant to influence the gods even against their cognition 
and intention (ap. Eus. praep. ev. 5. 10. 10). lamblichus replied that a god, if 
called upon by such practices, always appears because of his free intention 
(aUxogavijc Kai auroßeAnig de myst. 1.12, adBafpetoc id. 4.3 and 8.2; Theosoph. 
Tübg. 27 Erbse). Thus the understanding of free choice as resulting entirely 
from intellectual activity applies to both God and man in Neoplatonic thought 
(e.g. Calc. in Plat. Tim. p. 196 Waszink; cf. Gegenschatz, MH 15 [1958] 
115—129). 

79. 'Eyevýðn èx GeArjpavoc tot naxpóc, "He was born from the will of the 
father": princ. 1.2.6ff and 4.4.1. The formula, however, calls for interpreta- 
tion. According to Origen, God is primarily intellect (princ. 1.1.6), and the 
procreation of the Son can also be compared with the origin of will from che 
intellect and of the verbal utterance from cognition or knowledge (in Job. 
comm. 1.387 GCS 4.49f). Origen did not make the clear distinction between 
the Son coming from and being the will of che Father (cf. also Clem. protr. 
12. 120.4). He can also call the Son eix@v tod npóxou BeArjnatoc; The image of 
the first will (m Job. comm. 13.36=GCS 234) and finds the unity of both tñ 
vadróu]u tot pouAágavoc, che identity of will (c. Celr. 8.12; in Joh. comm. 
4.34). 

80. Already che school of Pantaenus (Clem. Alex. fr. VIE—tom. III p. 224 
Stählin) had tried to show that God's activity cannot possibly be described in 
terms of ontology, since it is only the will of God (BeArjpata) which the human 
mind can grasp in the order of being (cf. H. Langerbeck, Aufsätze zur Gmosis 
[1967] 157—162). E. Mühlenberg kindly drew my attention to this passage. 

81. Arius clearly attributed the Son to creation which originates from che 
will of the Father (e.g. ap. Athan. de synod. 15, c. Ar. 1.16 and 3.60; Jul. 
Hal. comm. in Hiob. 38.28f Hagedorn). The Son or Logos was created, accord- 
ing co Arius, co create, in his turn, the universe which could not have borne 
the direct influence of the Father (Athan. ep. 1 ad Serap. p. 134 Shapland). 
Arius' argument seems to have been influenced by specific doctrines of che Pla- 
tonist Articus (Stead, JTAS 15 [1964] 16ff; Meijering, VChr 28 [1974] 
16 1ff). The sovereignty and power of che divine will chat is prior co all order 
and structure, rather than the omniscience of the divine intellect, svas always 
regarded as the primary implication of the idea of a creatio ex nibilo (Iren. adv. 
haer. 2.10.2, see above nn. 58 and 59; Eus. demonstr. ev. 4.1.6; Basil, bom. in 
hex. 1.2, 2.2ff, and 3.2; Greg. Nyss. opif. bom. 32— PG 44.212). That is why 
the formula fjv nove öte obx rjv, "there was when He (i.c. the Son) was not,” 
was so heavily disputed in the Arian controversy with regard to the origin of 
the Son. 

The orthodox doctrine of the essential unity of Father and Son as established 
by Athanasius draws an important argument from che Plorinian concept of the 
One in relation to the Intellect; the togetherness of both is described by the 
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image of fire and light (adv. Ar. 3.3 etc.). Thus Athanasius defines the Son 
as the will of che Father having the same relation co his substance (oVoia) as 
has his thought. Accordingly, Athanasius also has to reject che Gnostic— 
especially Valentinian— theory, according to which will results from thought 
as a subsequent hypostasis (c. Ar. 3.60). Both of chem originate, in the same 
way and at che same time, from the substance. This again is a topic of Platonic 
ontology (Plot. 6.8.7) which was already used by Irenaeus (adv. haer: 1.6.1) 
and Hippolytus (ref. 3.38.6) in an anti-Gnostic context. In che orthodox view, 
the unity of Father and Son cannot be limited to their will, as was held by 
Arians and Apollinarists (Athan, c. Apoll. 2.10 and de synod. 23; Hilar. de 
synod, 29f, Epiphan. Aer. 73.22.7). On the other hand, divine and human 
will has to be strictly separated in Christ's person (de incarn. 21; cf. Gesché, 
RHE 54 [1959] 403—406 and P. Gautier, Greg. 36 [1955] 553ff). Sharing 
the substance of the Father, che Son is strictly separated from creation, which 
originates from the will of che Creator (de fid. orth. 1.8). Nevertheless the Son, 
being generated by the Father, cannot be called üvapyoc, without beginning. 
He has a beginning not in the Father's will but in His subsrance which is 
superior to will (ónepkcipevov tg BouAroeoq c. Ar 1.33 and 2.2; cf. Flo- 
rovsky, StudPatr 6— TU 81 [1962] 36ff). 

82. E.g. Procl. de prov. 44.19 and 59.1 (ñ ägtatog tg mpoapeoewg pon: 
"the uncertain turn of choice"). 

83. Rist, EntrFondHardt 21 (1974) 103ff. The same specific meaning had 
already been given to che term by Epictetus (see above n. 24). Its dominant 
voluntaristic connotation can be scen from passages like ench. 8: yaAaaic oxé- 
Àouc £unödtov, npoaipéceds 6’ of, dav pr] abın Hekeı: ". . . limping is a hindrance 
of the legs, not of the faculty of choice, provided the faculty of choice itself 
does not admit ic," Later Neoplatonists, however, did nor retain the Plotinian 
use of the word. 

84, Athan, ¢ Ar. 3.59; cf. E. P. Meijering, Orthodoxy and Platonism* 
(1974) 698. Athanasius again argued from the Neoplatonic point of view: the 
Intellect results neither from a decision of che One (Plot. 5. 1.6.25f) nor from 
necessity, since the One is not subject to avaykn (6.8.7.1 1fF). Will or inten- 
tion (BowAnoic) can be defined in contrast co determination or force (dvayın). 
Yet God's ovoia (substance) is identical with his évépyeia (activity) or BovAnoıg 
(intention) (Athan. Urkunde 27.3 Opitz). The same applies to Plotinus’ One 
(6.8.9.44ff, 6.8. 13.8). On the other hand, avayxn is the law of che created 
world and of the inferior beings respectively, and does not apply to either God 
or the One. Thus rhe will of God cannot possibly have, as has human in- 
tention, thy elc &xätepa pormy, “ambivalence” (e. Ar. 3.63; cf. 1.52 and 3.66), 
for this kind of freedom can only be defined in contrast to necessity. Virtually 
the same statement about God not having the choice between good and evil 
had already been made by Albinus (qt. 26.3) and Porphyry (ap. Eus. demon- 
str. ev. 4.6, praep. ev. 6.6.21 and 31ff). Platonists always attributed this fac- 
ulty specifically co men and demons (Hierocl. Plat. ap. Phot. bibl. 464a3ff and 
4G6b9ff; cf. W. Theiler, Forschungen zum Neuplatonismus [1966] 12£), that is to 
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say to Ga Aoyiká (rational animals). Animals have no npoaipeoig and, conse- 
quently, no moral responsibility (Porph. ap. Stob. 2.39 W.H.). Mpoaipeaig is 
the sole cause of moral evil (Athan. adv. gent. 2 and 5). It is realized in a chain 
of individual acts of decision of which every one is free to be turned, by the 
human individual in question, to either side. Conversely, the will of God (or 
the One) cannot be split up into single decisions. Ic is inseparably linked to or 
indeed identical with God's eternal and unchangeable substance (oVofa). So 
GéAeiv and pij B&keıv (to will and nor to will) and their alternation simply 
do not apply to the non-intermictent will of God (Athan. ep. ad Afr. 8; cf. 
Plor. 6.8. 138). The ànàij ovoia (simple substance) of God (Aristot. met. Z 
1028230) does not even admit a differentiation of qualities (nosöınteg). Being 
and Intention, Intention and Action, Action and Procreation simply coincide 
in God as they coincide in the One of Plotinus (c. Ar. 2.24; cf. Plot. 6.8 pas- 
sim). Later in the fourth century, the same was taught by Basil (pir. sanct. 21 
[5.C. 17.35, Didymus (de trin. 6.4), and others, and virtually the same had 
already been said, clearly without regard to specific Plotinian concepts, by the 
early Alexandrians (Clem. strom. 6.17; Orig. c. Cels. 7.68). 

85. Greg. Naz. or, 29 (rheol. 3) 6— PG 36.81; cf. Meijering, Neder/Theol- 
Tijdsch 27 (1973) 224ff. 

86. Cf. P. Hadot, Porphyre et Marius Victorinus (1969) 2208 with reference 
to Plot. 6.2.8.32 and 6.7.17.25 as the basis of Porphyry's conception. 

87. Orig. princ. 1.2.6: Sicut voluntas procedit e mente et neque partem aliquam 
mentis secat neque ab ea separatur aut dividitur: “Thus che will proceeds from the 
mind, and neither does it amputate part of the mind in any way, nor is it 
separated or divided from the mind." In the second and third centuries, how- 
ever, the anti-Gnostic argument of the togetherness of God's thought and will 
(Iren. baer. 1.6.1; Hippol. ref. 6.38.5) did not prevent “orthodox” the- 
ologians from asserting that che Son originated from the will of the Father 
(Just. dial. 61.1; Clem. Al. paed. 3.98.1; cf. H. Górgemann's note on Orig. 
princ. 1.2.6), 

88. Marius Victorinus theory has been thoroughly explained by Hadot 
(above n. 86), which contribution supersedes most previous studies on the 
subject. 

89. See above n. 7 and Theiler, Gnomon 10 [1934] 493ff. 

90. E.g. Synes. bymn. 2.9Àff, 3.48ff, and 4. 1ff; cf. Hador, 462ff. 

91. Mar. Vict. c. Ar. 1.31.18—32.15 and 1.52.17—25; cf. Hador, 300ff 
and 472f. The will of che Father is directed cowards His own unity rather than 
towards the multiplicity which characterizes the created world. But since the 
Trinity embraces, at the same time, all beings, the will of the Father is also 
directed to the Son who, in his turn, wants to cause the multiplicity of crea- 
tion. According to Pythagorean speculation che monad contains che potential 
of all numbers and wishes (BouAnocic) to hold them together (Moderatus of 
Gadara ap. Stob. 1.21.8 WH. and Simplic. in Aristot. phys. p. 231 Diels; cf. 
Hador, 312). 
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92. Hadot has traced che principle of predominance in philosophical theol- 
ogy back to Numenius (243ff). 
93. However he did not overlook the ethical and soteriological implica- 
tions of the new voluntarism, as can be seen from hymn. 2.5 1ff 
Miserere domine, miserere Christe! 
Velle mihi adiacet mundum er terras linquere 
Sed imbecilla pluma est velle sine subsidio tuo. 
Da fidei pennas, ut volem sursum deo. 


Have mercy, Father; have mercy, Christ! 

I would the heavens reach and earth relinquish 

But fragile is the plumage of my will without Your aid. 

Give me wings of faith to fly high to God. 
The idea of perfection being defined as full cognition of God originates from 
the Platonic tradition, as does che firm belief that the longing for such cogni- 
tion is innate in human nature (c.g. Plot. 3.5.1.8). But although this longing 
or will testifies to the "consanguinity" of God and man, only the intellectual 
act establishes the actual relationship between both of chem. This condition is 
presupposed in Posidonius' famous interpretation of Plat. Tim 45B ff (fr. 85 
Edelstein-Kidd 4 tüv öAwv qoi; Uno ouyyevoüg ógríher Katakapßaveodaı tod 
Aöyou: "the nature of all beings is bound by necessity of kinship to be pos- 
sessed by the Logos." Cf. Plot 5.3.8 and below n. 106. 

94. De opif. hom. 4 (PG 44.136); vit, Mos. 2 p 34 Musurillo. Gregory ex- 
plicitly stresses che sovereignty of man's free choice (aüe£oüoiov . . . ibíoic 
BeAnpaoıv autoxpatopıkög Blorkoupevov: ". . . free choice . . . [is] governed 
autonomously by its own individual volitions"). Ic was common ground of 
Platonic and Christian belief that this faculty belongs to man's spiritual and. 
intellectual self. 

95. Tó80xoüv xai tò ápégckov, whims and wishes (de virg. 12 p. 298 15 Jae- 
get). This doctrine again is generally accepted in Christian thought. Sin in 
demons and men presupposes unqualified aüre£oóotov (Lact. inst. 2.8.4). 

96. Vit. Mas. 2 p. 34 Musurillo; cf. Albin. did. 31/32 and Porphyry (?) ap. 
Eus. praep. ev. 6.6.31. Plato already had restricted the meaning of BovAeodaı 
to intention based on the intellectual perception of che better (Gorg. 467C/ 
468E), thus excluding any kind of emotional or arbitrary decision. 

97. According to Neoplatonic doctrine, demons cause evil by misleading 
man's judgement (Porph. de abstin. 2.40, ad Marc. 16). Conversely, beneficent 
demons convey to man the plans of the gods (Porph. de reer an. fr, 33.9ff 
Bidez). 

98. Vit. Mos. 2 p. Á5f and 54 Musurillo. 

99. Cat. magn. 15.1 and 37.2. Cf. c. Eunom. 12 where the will of God is 
described as unfolding in a perfectly rational way. Basil derives the structure of 
the universe (1) ts pUGewe áxoAouDía) from God's creative order (èx vod npatou 
upogtáypatoc hom, in bexaem. 4.2 and 5.10). He even proves the superiority of 
Christian faith over pagan science by the following argument: in science intel- 
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lectual cognition follows faith, in Christian religion cognition precedes it, 
since the existence of God can be ascertained in che nacure of che universe, 
faith thus being the next step towards perfection (ep. 235. 1). 

100. Cf. A. Ritter, Gnadenlehre Gregors (1976) 210. 

101. Vit. Mos. 2 p. 38 Musurillo. 

102. Tert. praeser. haer. 7.13 and 14.5. Tertullian interprets faith as a kind 
of knowledge essentially different from and not necessarily combined with any 
other piece of conceivable knowledge. Cf. Tert. monog. 2.3; Just. apol. 1.39; 
Orig. in Mt. comm. ter. 33=GCS 11.61. 1485 de princ. 3.3.2; and Wickert, 
ZTbK 62 (1965) 153ff. Platonists and orthodox Christians alike believed in 
the possibility of che wrong use of human freedom (abte£ovonov) which inev- 
itably causes evil and, above all, drastically restricts the further use of that 
gift. Priscillian, however, explicitly taught that the fall of Adam did not im- 
pair man's freedom of choice, so thar all moral responsibility still stays wich 
him (tract. 5 p. 63 and 8 p. 88; cf. H. Chadwick, Priscil/ian (1976] 70). The 
restricted freedom, however, creates or is indeed identical with ignorance and 
deception. That is why fallen demons can, at the same time, only ignore and 
deceive (Athan, vit, Ant. 24; Joh. Chrys. poenit. 1.2; Cyr. Hier. cat. 4.1 and 
19.4). Again, the faith chat restores original freedom can be defined as a kind 
of cognition or knowledge. 

103. E. Mühlenberg, Unendlichkeit Gottes bei Gregor (1964). This particular 
doctrine of Gregory's has no close parallel in the writings of the other Cap- 
padocians who prefer the intellectualistic approach to the problem of human 
perfection (e.g. Basil, de div. 2— PG. 31.284A; cf. G. B. Ladner, DOP 12 
[1958], 59-84). 

104. E.g. Vir. Mos. 2 p. 113f Musurillo, in cant. cant. 5.6 p. 354ff Jaeger, 
vit. Mos. 1 p. 5 Musurillo: dei £8éÀeiv év x KaA@ tò nAéov Exeıv A wis àvOpo- 
nivno pboeog tekeiörng éotiv: "Always to wish ro have more of che good is the 
perfection of human nature.” In the Platonic view as described, for instance, 
by Plotinus (5.9. 1f) the philosopher who strives for perfection is to be com- 
pared co the lover always longing for the beloved. 

105. This Gnostic doctrine, refuted already by Tertullian (praeser. haer. 
7ff), has been discussed by Koschorke, Wart u. Dienst 14 (1977) 5 1. 

106. In defining che ultimate goal of moral progress as perfect and beatify- 
ing cognition Gregory fully agrees with Platonic tradition (c.g. Plat, Conr. 
209E ff, Rep. 502C ff, Plot. 1.6.7; Clem. strom. 2.10, 6.8, ctc.; Origen, de 
princ. 3.6.3; see above n. 93), especially in the fourth century (F. Cumont, 
Lux perpetua. (1949) 433; P. Courcelle, Recherches [1950} 107ff). Plotinus, 
however, distinguished berween ordinary intellectual perception of the object 
of cognition and the cognition of che One (épáyao8ai) which is but the ulti- 
mate step of progress and no longer the perception of an object (5.3.17). 

107. There are, of course, a great many references to che will of man as 
separate from both his intellectual achievement and his emotions. But the ter- 
minology used is far from being fixed and unmistakable and does not point to 
a coherent theory. Gregory of Nyssa, for instance, discusses che problem of 
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man knowing God bur turning away from his will and commandment (rit. 
Mos. p. 128f Musurillo; cf. Joh. Chrys. iu Rom. 1.26 bom. 4.2= PG 60.417). 
He sees evil being brought to existence (obo1wdnjvaı) by the voluntary act (npo- 
aípeoic) of man who turns away from God (or. 7 in Eccl, p. Á06f Alexander), 
just as darkness becomes real for any one who voluntarily closes his eyes in 
daylight. The phenomenon of turning is frequently described by the Neo- 
platonic term émoatpopy in Christian texts (cf. Eus. praep: ev. 1.1.34 and 
3.13.25). According to St. John Chrysostom, conscience, being defined as the 
natural or innate knowledge of God and of good and evil (bom. in Ann. 
1.3 PG 53.636), leads to right decisions, independently of che intellectual 
standing of its owner (bom. in Gen. 17.1 PG 53.135; expos. in Ps. 1427 PG 
55.447, etc.). Man in his empirical condition has dulled this precious gift 
(c.g. Doroth. Gaz. instr. 3.40— $C 92.208), but it is restored to the believers 
by divine grace (Pallad. bist. Laus. praef. p. 12f Butler; cf. Cyrill. Hier. catch. 
2.1—4 and 3.3—4). On the other hand, to man's own decision — which again 
is taken separately from his intellectual achievement and referred to in varying 
terms—-has been attribuced the primary part not only in moral progress but 
also in the process of salvation, especially by monastic authors (Apophth. Pambo 
3=PG. 65.369; Isid. Pelus. ep. 2.16 and 79). The inclination to act in a 
certain way is called porn (Greg. Naz. de vit. sua Áf), npodupia (id. 97/110), 
8éAnpa (Basil. serm. ascet. 21 —PG 31.881), mpoaipeoic (Isid. Pelus. ép. 2.16 
and 79), tò &g' qpav (Diod. Tars. fr. 21.5 Deconinck). Repentant sinners are 
spoken of as oi eig diavorav Emoxpogris yevopevo: in Canon 6 of the Council of 
Ancyra (A.D. 314), where the influence of Neoplatonic terminology is ob- 
vious. The vocabulary of will seems equally diversified in theological and non- 
theological and even non-literary texts (Marc. Diac. vit. Porphyr. 64 and 72 
npoaipeoic; id. 75 and 89 6éAnpa, BowAn). In the Greek version of the Coptic 
testament (8rÀnpáuov) of Abraham, bishop of Hermouthis in Egypt, which 
has been preserved on a papyrus of the eighth century, the variety of words 
denoting free will or intention is particularly noteworthy (F. Kenyon, Papyri 
BM [1893] no. 78). The passage where the testator corroborates his intention 
runs as follows: Ar’ fc ópoAoyó éxóv xai neneiopévog 6fya navrög 60Aou xai 
qópou xai Biag kai anätrg Kai AvAyknıg tivdc Kai Ndone vopipou napaypapnig Kai 
Guvapnayfig Kai anxavrig mavroiag Gveu ojagöńnote Öıxovoiag Kai kakovoíac GAA" 
£& oixeiag mpoGéoews kai axóno auDaipéto Kai éxouaiag Eng BouAroews ópOg 61- 
avoia Beßaia niote: navti nÀnpeotáto Seonoteia xai autoreAer éfoucia napeféunv 
goi neneiopévog don mpoairpéaetr Cav voow qpovov éppopévrv Éxov tiv 81ávoiav 
xai én’ akpıßeiag noAAng pépwv tov Àoyigpóv pou... . 


CHAPTER VI 


l. Good examples of the extended use of that Augustinian 
notion, which is by no means restricted to "voluntarists" like Duns Scotus or 
William of Occam, can be found in the writings of Rupert of Deurz (PL 
170.437ff cf. ©. Lottin, Psychologie [1958] 221ff). Erich Frank (Wissen, 
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Wollen, Glauben [1955] 34281) points out the general importance of the topic 
in mediaeval and modern philosophy. 

2. See above p. 117. 

3. The topic is exhaustively treated by H. Merki, 'Opoíooic bea (1956). 

4. E. des Places, Syngeneta (1964). The idea of man's having only reason in 
common with God was set out in grear detail by Origen (princ. 4.4.9). 

5. See above n. 4. " 

6. Cf. Aristot. met. 10540a4ff. 

7. Quasi quodam partu mentis cogitatione. prorumpit. velle conceptum. St. Au- 
gustine (de trin. 9.12.18) says the opposite; partum mentis antecedit. appetitus 
quidam quo id quod nosse volumus quaerendo et inveniendo nascitur proles ipsa notitia. 

8. E.g. de rin. 6.10.12 and 10.11.18, cuf. 13.12. In cie. D. 10.23 he 
refutes the intermediate position of the Spirit in the Porphyrian triad, which 
had already been altered by Marius Victorinus (see above p. 117). 

9. St. Augustine notes the incongruity between che Plotinian sequence “Ev / 
Noüc / uxt (The One/Mind/Soul) and Porphyry's triad "Yrap&c / Zan / Noüg 
(Existence/Life/Mind) (civ. D. 10.23). It is not necessary, for our purpose, to 
discuss che question whether St. Augustine had direct knowledge of Plotinus' 
writings, or whether he depended more or less exclusively on Porphyry. The 
extreme positions in that discussion are held by W. Theiler (Porph. u. Aug. 
[1933]) and P. Henry (Plotin et l'occident (1934). 

10. Conf. 13.11: . . . in bis igitur tribus (sc. esse, scire, velle) quam sit inse- 
parabilis vita et una vita et una mens et una essentia, quam denique inseparabilis dis- 
tinctio et tamen distinctio, videat qui potest, Certe coram se est. Adtendat in se et videat 
et dicat mibi, Sed cum invenerit in bis aliquid et dixerit, non iam se putet invenisse 
illud, quod supra ista est in commutabile, quod est incommutabiliter et scit. incom- 
mutabiliter et vult incommutabiliter: et utrum propter tria baec et ibi trinitas, an in 
singulis baec tria, ut terna singulorum sint, an utrumque miris modis simpliciter et 
multipliciter in se sibi fine, quo est et sibi notum est et sibi sufficit incommutabiliter id 
ipsum copiosa unitatis magnitudine, quts facile cogitaverit? 

11. Hadot, StudPatr 6— TU 81 (1962) 409. 

12. See, above all, M. Schmaus, Psychologische Trinitdtslebre d, Aug. (1927). 
For further references see che bibliography attached to the most recent edition 
of De trinitate by W. J. Mountain and F. Glorie (CorpChristserlat 50 [1968] 
Ixxxiiiff ). 

13. See above p. 113). The analogy of Trinity and soul is already referred 
to in the Priscillianist treatise De trinitate (PL suppl. ll pp. 1487f.). Will is de- 
fined there as Aóyoc npoqopikóc. Cf. H. Chadwick, Priscillian (1976) 100ff. 

14. The volitional aspect of the substance of che Supreme Being was dis- 
cussed with varying emphasis in the history of Neoplatonic ontology, as can be 
seen from a comparison of Plot. 5.1.6.26 and Hierocl. Plat. ap. Phot. ///. 
461b9. But nowhere in Neoplatonic philosophy was the Supreme Being de- 
fined primarily as Supreme Will. Cf. also W. Beierwaltes, Proklos (1965) 99. 

15. De trin. 11.2.2ff. The will (voluntas) which unites the faculty of per- 
ception and the perceived object in the outside world is the decisive factor in 
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the act of sense perception. It even works in the case of a blind or deaf man, 
and is strong enough to identify, in our consciousness, the real object wich the 
mechanical impression which it causes in our corporal senses. It is also able to 
fit an image into the context of our memory (11.2.5) and to produce the same 
image from there (11.3.1). Various voluntates can follow each other in a co- 
herent chain of perception. Each of chem has its own goal which is subordinate 
to the preceding one. If, for instance, we want to see a man through a window, 
the perception of che window as finis voluntatis (che object of the will) is subor- 
dinate to che finis voluntatis which consists in our perception of the man. The 
first finis voluntatis on which all other roluntates depend is the striving for hap- 
piness. This first voluntas, however, is subject to corruption by the primordial 
sin of man (11.6. 10). 

16. De trin. 14.10. 13ff. In the case of thought or entirely intellectual cog- 
nition, intention unites the object taken from memory and intellect as che 
cognitive faculty. That is why the appetitus mentis always precedes the act of 
thinking (de trin. 9.12.18; cf. above n. 7). The Augustinian theory of intellec- 
tual activity (cf. also conf. 8.12íf) differs from the Neoplatonic concept of 
vónois wg vorjoeae (thought of a thought) primarily because of the role of 
memory (cf. conf. 10.8— 26) and the importance attributed to will. 

17. In the context of moral cheory St. Augustine prefers to use the triad 
essel nosse! velle (existence/ knowledge or cognition/will) in order to denote the 
internal life of man (conf. 13.11, civ. D. 11.268, de mor. ecd. 20f, de mus. 
6.13.39, de vera rel, 39). He coordinates each of these conditions or func- 
tions of che soul with a basic virtue and a basic vice: esse corresponds ro either 
humilitas or superbia, nosse to sapientia or curiositas, velle to caritas or concupiscen- 
tia. Again, will as an independent factor of the governing rational part of the 
human soul (mens) has been given due emphasis. Cf. H. Kusch in Festschrift 
Dornseiff (1953) 13 1. In contrast, the traditional Greek or philosophical view 
of the cause of evil is formulated by Arnobius (adv. nat. 1.49 and 1.27; cf. 
Lact. iuit. 5.14): nos peccare non voluntatis electione sed sola iudicii caecitate, and id 
iudicamus bonum naturali. caecitate quod tamen reapse malum est. Cf. P. Krafft, 
Beiträge z. Arnobius (1966) 84ff. In his polemics against the Platonizing viri 
novi Arnobius used, for che first time, the formula /ibertas voluntatis to render 
Greck &£ouoia or abtefouonov (adv. mat. 2.64f). 

18. Will or love, which causes che only “gravitation” (pondus: conf. 13.9. 10) 
in human life, has often been compared with the Platonic ëpwg—love, as de- 
scribed, above all, in che Symposium. On both sides, as stated by St. Augustine 
himself (serm. 150.4; cf. ep. 130.9, de lib. arb. 3.22f) the striving of amor or 
Epwg is regarded as aiming at happiness or perfection (eddaipovia, beatitudo) by 
means of assimilation to what is being loved (Plat. Leg. 10.904A — B; August. 
serm. 96.1), and disregards, in che more advanced stages on the way to perfec- 
tion, the whole realm of matter and sensual life. But differently from the Pla- 
tonic tradition Sc. Augustine does nor believe that the goal is approached ex- 
clusively in a chain of cognitive acts. To him, human life and progress is to be 
conclusively evaluated in terms of caritas and concupiscentia or obedience and 
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disobedience—that is to say in terms of will-—racher than in those of knowl- 
edge and error or vision and blindness (cf. E. R. Holte, Béatitude et sagesse 
[1962]. Fraitio Dei, the ultimate goal of human endeavor (Haussleiter, RAC 8 
[1972] 551f), is defined by St. Augustine as continuous love of God and one’s 
neighbor for their own sake (ad fruendum Deo et proximo in Deo, civ. D. 
19.13.70, de doctr. christ. 1.4, em. in ps. 915, etc.), chat is to say without try- 
ing to get hold or dispose of chem in order to proceed towards a further goal. 
The perverted will (mala voluntas) in the empirical state of mankind, however, 
constantly exchanges the adequate objects of uti (diligere propter aliud, love for 
the sake of some other thing) and fru: (diligere propter se ipsum, love for the sake 
of the thing itself; cf. Thraede, JLAC 17 (1977) 130). St. Augustine took the 
definitions of «ti and frei from Varro (Lorenz, ZKG 64 [1952/53] 34—60; 
Pfligersdórffer, WS N.F. 5 [1971] 195—224). 

19. Marius Victorinus interprets che Biblical doctrine of man being created 
after che likeness of God in terms of the special relation between the Logos, the 
second hypostasis of the Trinity, and human nature (adr, Ar. 1.20.3). St. Au- 
gustine explicitly opposes those who restrict that likeness to only one person of 
the Trinity. The analogy refers to the whole Trinity (de trin. 12.6.6f). Mem- 
ory, cognition, and will, the functions of the soul, are individually attributed 
to the hypostases of the Trinity. 

20. Cf. P. Hadot, Porphyre et Marius Victorinus (1968) 4774. 

21. Sr. Augustine was convinced that only God and the human soul are 
deemed worthy of philosophical investigation (de ord. 2.18.47; cf. E. König, 
Augnstinus Philosophus [1970] 140), and that che Biblical doctrine of the crea- 
tion of man after the likeness of God can be verified by the human intellect by 
means of introspection (conf. 13.11; cir. D. 11.26). He even ventured to spec- 
ulate, from a voluntaristic point of view, about the proportion Body : Soul: : 
Soul:God, which indeed is hard to reconcile with the Biblical concept of 
creation (in Job. ev. comm. 19.12). This, however, did not prevent him from 
duly recognizing the fundamental difference between divine and human will. 
Above all, God's will is unchanging and unchangeable and, therefore, identi- 
cal with His substance (conf. 11.10.2, civ. D. 22.2; cf. Plot. 6.8.13.8 and 
52f). That is why the question raised by Epicureans and Agnostics of whether 
God could have done anything before He created the universe is simply non- 
sensical: there is no conceivable change in the will of God and, moreover, time 
was only created together with the universe, The will of God is the only struc- 
turing and preserving power in the order of being (civ. D. 12.23, c. Faust. 
22.30, ep. 140.4, etc.). 

22. St. Augustine explains the priority of will co cognition in various ways. 
An interesting argument is to be found at de trin, 12.17/18: mens notitiam suam 
gignit cum se novit, sed amorem suum non gignit cum se amat, Love is the foremost 
appearance of will (zalentior voluntas: de trin. 15.21.41). It is pure activity 
which is not performed for the sake of a result different from the activity itself, 
as the act of cognition is performed to produce knowledge. For further refer- 
ences sce W. Kahl, Primat des Willens (1886). 
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23. P. Brown (Augustine [1969] 1588) describes the social milieu in which 
St. Augustine's interest in psychology was fostered. 

24. This topic has been extensively treated by H, I. Marrou, St. Augustine 
et la fin de la culture antique (1938). 

25. civ. D. 14.6f, de mor. ecl. 15.25. In the traditional view of philosophy, 
affections were explained as either false judgements of the intellect (Stoic) or 
spontaneous impulses caused by the uncontrolled activity of the irrational 
forces of the soul (Platonic/Peripatetic). These doctrines were well known to 
Christian writers of the West from Latin texts such as Cie. Tusc. 4.14.24 or de 
jin. 3.35. Lactantius transformed the Platonic conception into straightforward 
dualism, very much like che Gnostics, and attributed evil directly and ex- 
clusively to the body which paralyzes the intellectual activity of man (mst. 
7.2.8, 7.12.11 etc.; cf. Wlosok, "Laktanz," AHAW [1960]). St. Augustine 
adopted a completely different explanation by introducing the independent 
factor of will. He exemplifies the difference between the morally indifferent 
instinct or impulse which originates from the body and the affection which 
underlies moral judgement by the distinction of fames and amor edendi (c. Jul. 
Pelag. 4.14.67). The new concept of will basically superseded the traditional 
dualism of spirit and matter, which had been identified with the dualism of 
being and non-being or good and evil in che school of Plato, though St. Au- 
gustine still remained very much attached to the Platonic view in many areas 
of his doctrine. 

26. Enchir, 28.105, civ. D. 14.16—26, c. Jul. op. imp. 6.22; cf. E. Din- 
kler, Anthropologie Augustins (1934) 113f. 

27. Civ. D. 22.22, where error and distorted love or will (cf. en. in Ps. 9.5) 
are explicitly listed as two different consequences of the fall of Adam. Love is 
led astray if it is directed to oneself instead of to one's neighbor (ez. in Ps. 
41.13, 55.9, etc.). 

28. Cm. D. 11.23. 

29. Conf. 8.5.10—11. The spirit represents more of the self of man than 
the flesh. 

30. Dever. rel. GOFF, conf. 10.66; cf. Thraede, JAAC 17 (1977) 125. Obser- 
vations made in the field of children's behavior convinced St. Augustine that 
libido dominandi precedes all experience of power and dependence in adult life 
(conf. 1.6.8). 

31. Theiler (above n. 9) 187f with reference to Porph. de abstin. 107.20. 

32. Plot. 1.6.8 and 5.1.1; Porph. de abstin. 107.24ff; cf. Rist, JTS 20 
(1969) 421. 

33. De trin. 12.14, civ. D. 19.12.81ff. 

34. E.g. Basil, quod deus non est auct. mali 5=PG 31.341B; Ambros. de 
Isaac 7.60. 

35. Cf. Lorenz, ThRdschau 25 (1959) 67f. 

36. Spir. et litt. 34.60, Gen. ad lin. 12. 

37. Civ. D. 12.1—3 and 6-8, 14.1—3, 22.1; de corrept. 10.27, 11.32; 
Gen. ad litt. 11.16.21. 
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38. Cf. H. A. Deane, Political and Social Ideas of St. Augustine (1963) 16f. 

39. Enchir. 18 (man is capable of doing wrong sciens volens because of his 
mala voluntas) in contrast to Plat. Hipp. min. 376B (nobody is capable of doing 
wrong, if he really knows the better). 

40. Civ. D. 11.28 and 14.6/7; conf. 8.10f, 19, 9. 1, 10.37, etc. 

41. Prop. ad ep. ad Rom. 60f, de ver. rel. 24.45, serm. 43.Af, spir. et litt. 
31.54 and 34.60. The different view of Greek philosophy can be seen in Plat. 
phaed. 65ER. 

42. De trin. 8.5.8, de lib. arb. 1.2 and 2.2, ep. 120.3, conf. 6.5, enchir. 
1.5. Cf. O. du Roy, L'intelligence de la foi en la trinité (1966). Marius Victorinus 
had already defined faith as che first step on the road to cognition (in ep. ad 
Phil. 1.30— PL 8.1203). For him— because of his ontological approach— the 
content of faith (knowledge) was of greater importance than its direction or 
intensity (love). 

43. De util. cred. 22, 25, 30 (against the strict separation of faith and cog- 
nition in Manichean teaching); ep. 120. The treatise On patience (CSEL 41) 
discusses the exceptional position of patience among the virtues. Patience 
comes into being independently of man's Jiberum arbitrium, since it is oriented, 
in the last instance, towards the divinely promised salvation. This, however, is 
the object of faith. That is why patience, as a kind of hope and very much like 
love (23), can only be the gift of divine grace (15). 

44. Conf. 11.29 with the interpretation of Phil. 3.12— 14. The relation 
berween will and time is repeatedly discussed in the writings of St. Augustine 
(conf. 9.9 — 15, enchir. 9, civ. D. 11.11. 14); cf. Brown (above n. 23) 39. 

45. Civ. D. 14.1.8, en. in Ps. 64.2; cf. Brown, 321. 

46. De lib. arb. 1.6 and 15, de trin. 14.21, de doctr. christ. 3.22, serm. 
20.3, conf. 5.18, en in Ps. 4.11, tract. in Job. 90.2.3, en. in Ps. 8.1 and 37.12 
(where the final judgement of God on a man's conduct is said ro be anticipated 
in his conscience). St. Augustine also believed in natural, innate standards of 
moral behavior which every human being shares (ep. 54.2—3). This was al- 
ready a traditional topic of Christian theology at the time because of the at- 
tempt to identify the philosophical idea of moral life according to nature and 
the Judaeo-Christian conception of moral life according to the divine Law 
(e.g. Ambros. term. 10,15, de off. 1.84 and 3.25, de Abr. 2.93, ep. 65.5ff). 
St. Augustine, however, did not simply identify che natural knowledge of 
moral standards with conscience though both belong co che natural equipment 
of man (ep. 157.15, de ord. 2.25; similarly Job. Chrys. in Gen. hom. 17.1=PG 
53.135; Doroth. Gaz. didasc. 3=SC 92). Later on, Johannes Climacus stated 
that conscience was implanted by the act of baptism (scal. spir. 26; cf. Chad- 
wick, RAC 10 [1978] 1025ff). As discussed above (p. 97), Philo did, in fact, 
conceive something like the nocion of will in his doctrine of conscience. 

47. Schindler, RAC 11 (1979) 313—446. 

48. The latter was called xäpıopa (grace, favor) by St. Paul (Rom. 12:6; 1 
Cor. 12:4, etc.) and is, for instance, repeatedly referred to by Tertullian. 
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49. The complete renewal of man's personality was an important topic in 
early Christian mysticism; cf. H. Dörries, Theologie d. Makarios-Symeon (1978). 

50. This idea is of particular importance in the doctrines of Origen and 
Gregory of Nyssa (see above pp. 116f and 119f). It is notable, however, that 
words like xápic and gratia rarely occur in the fragments of Gnostic literature. 
Cf. Schindler (above n. 47) 383. 

51. The synergistic view, regardless of its inherent contradiction, always 
prevails where a Christian text has been formulated for the purpose of moral or 
spiritual guidance. This can be seen, for instance, from che sermons of St. John 
Chrysostom, who alternately stresses divine grace and human efforts. St. Au- 
gustine's doctrine of gratia praeveniens also occurs in Didymus De trinitate 
(2.14): che xápis npokatápxouoa (grace given beforehand) is prior to all human 
efforts. 

52. Cf. Mühlenberg, ZNTW 68 (1977) 95ff. The term Synergism was not 
coined until the sixceenth century. 

53. For general information about Pelagius and Pelagianism see G. de 
Plinval, Pélage (1943) and J. Ferguson, Pelagius (1957). 

54. The fall of men and evil angels has replaced their freedom or change- 
ability of will by fixing them in the wrong direction (Gen. ad litt. 11.29.33), 
whereas the good angels have been given, by a special grace of God, a share in 
the unchangeability of che divine will (see above n. 9) which is steadily di- 
rected towards good. The only reason for evil is the perverted will of men and 
demons. Perversion in the case of will means being directed to what is inferior 
in comparison with the owner of che will. But since the will had been free 
before it was perverted, the res inferior co which the perverted will is oriented is 
by no means the causa mali. Evil has its only cause in the perverted will itself, 
whereas the perverted will has no cause. It results rather from a lack of cause 
(causa deficiens), since it has been provoked by what is weaker than, and hence 
inferior co, che origin of the will itself (civ. D. 12.6—9). By this argument St. 
Augustine reinterpreted che close interrelation between evil and non-being, as 
foreseen in Platonic ontology, in cerms of his new voluntarism. 

55. Deus / Deus in proximo: civ. D. 19.13.70. 

56. En. in Ps. 33.1.4, de serm. Dom. in monte 1.3, ep. 118.22. For further 
references see Dihle, RAC 3 (1957) 77 MF. On the relation between humility 
or pride and will in St. Augustine's doctrine see O. Schaffner, Christliche Demut 
(1939) 147$. 

57. No Christian theologian before St. Augustine, except perhaps St. Paul, 
had taught chat any human effort in religious and moral life is completely use- 
less unless the preceding intervention of divine grace has enabled man to go in 
the right direction. Even where the sinfulness of man in his empirical condi- 
tion is overstressed, as is the case in many branches of monastic literature, at 
least a small area of human initiative is always assumed. Symeon-Macarius de- 
picts in great detail the total sinfulness of man by which he has lost his origi- 
nal freedom of choice (&Eouaía), and which prevents him from acting according 
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to virtue or even from recognizing his actual condition. His yvopr and his 
@éAnpa are paralyzed (5om. 3.1.1ff p. 27ff Berthold). Yet he is still able to 
pray, and prayer inevitably attracts the divine grace which will enter his self 
and renew his intention (bom. 3.4/5 p. 23/24 and 17.9 p. 171 Dörries- 
Klostermann, bom. 4.7.1 p. 49 Berthold). For human nature, despite the cor- 
rupting influence of sin, remains Sexuxy . . . wot Kahot te kai tod xakoŭ rjxoi 
Oríac xápiroc iro évavtíac Guvápecoc, GAN’ oUK dvayKaouKh: "open to receive 
both the good and the evil i.e. either the divine grace or the opposite power, 
but never forced to receive them." (». bom. 16.4/5 p. 84/85 Klostermann- 
Berthold; bom. 15.25 p. 142 and 27.10 p. 223 Dörries-Klostermann, som, 
6.4.1 p. 87 Berthold). An interesting theory on this topic was conceived in 
the school of Antioch. Repentance has two aspects. It is something to be suf- 
fered by man, but to be actively brought about by God: perapekcıa ávOpónov 
pév nädog, Geot OP Epyov [. . .], énei xai Ovpóc pev ávOpornov tapay yuyric, deoü 
è naiBeía Kata tv émuuikórov [. . .]. OUto Kai petapédeia ep! hpv pév perá- 
yvoag ... èni 6? Geod pexáOecic oikovopiag ". . . repentance is affection for 
man, but the work of God . . . since anger is a disturbance of the soul for man 
but is God's way of teaching sinners. So it is with us a change of heart, with 
God a rearranging of his order." (Diod. Tars. j» Oct. fr. 21.5 Deconinck; cf. C. 
Schäublin, Untersuchungen z. antiochenischen Exegese [1974] 16). In this doctrine 
the interference of divine grace with human life is explained in ontological 
terms: it is the olkovopia (administration) which God is prepared to change 
because of His love for the sinner. 

58. Man is aware of his moral duty, but cannot alter his will, as che lame 
have to be healed before they can desire effectively to walk without limping (de 
perf. inst. bom. 3.5). 

59. De virg. 34f, serm. 67.2 and 188.3, de cat. rud, 4, ecc. 

60. Tract. in Job. ep. 9.10 and tract. in Job. ad Parth. 7.8; cf. Gallay, RevSR 
43 (1955) 545ff. 

Gl. De trin. 4.9.12, civ. D. 22.30. The topic peccare nolle | peccare non posse 
was also treated by St. Ambrose (in Luc. comm. 8.57) with regard to the pres- 
ent situation of human life. According to his interpretation of Luke 16:18, 
virtus has to be understood as nolle peccare rather non posse peccare. It is by such a 
voluntas that man is supposed to imitate consciously the bonitas and simplicitas 
of children who have no complete knowledge of sin and vice. 

62. St. Augustine, for instance, extensively speculated on the relation be- 
tween God's omnipotence and human freedom, which led to the fall of Adam. 
He calls the topic res obscura (de vit. beat. 1.1; cf. civ. D. 5.9, ench. 97, de corr. 
et grat. 14.45). Cf. H. Jonas, Aug. u, das paulinische Freibeitsproblem (1965). 

63. Cf. Schindler (above n. 47) 384f. 

64. Ad Att. 14.1.2; Plut. Brut. 6. Cf. Dihle, HSCPA 82 (1978) 179ff. 

65. The term was coined by O. Regenbogen in 1936 (K/. Schriften (1961] 
387ff). In the view of B. Snell (Neun Tage Latein [1955] 20), Cat. carm. 72.3 
for the first time testifies to the difference between bene velle and amare (cf. 
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75.4). This was opposed by Opstelten, "Ethisch wilsbegrip" MedKonAkad- 
Wee N.R. 22 (1959) 20. Yet the explicit identification of bene velle with ami- 
citia, and amicitia wich amare is well-attested in early Latin (Plaut. Pseud. 233, 
Trin. 438, Truc. 441; Lucil. fr. 1338 Marx). Undoubtedly the Romans fre- 
quently spoke of velfe and voluntas where the Greeks had used a term to denote 
deliberation and intention (e.g. Enn. Med. 269 Vahlen: Qui volt esse quod volt 
ita dat se res ut operam dabit, or Caecil. fr. 258 Warm.: fac velis, perficies; 
cf. Pease ad Cic. de mat. deor. 3.66). The tyrannical woman of Juvenal sat. 
6.206—223 (boc volo, sic iubeo, sit pro ratione voluntas) has rational insight into 
the irrational way she behaves. Whether or not the Parcae whose invida volun- 
tas is complained of on a tombstone (CEL 472) have acted deliberately, is not 
indicated in the inscription and can hardly be asked. 

66. Cf., for example, H. Kloesel, Libertas (1967) 129 where this is shown 
in the case of licentia. 

67. Tusc. 4.12; cf. ps.-Plat. def. 413C. A similar definition was given for 
the term npoaípeoi in the Peripatetic tradition: rj éni tò npoxpıdev £x tñg Bou- 
Ang per ópé&eoc, impulse toward a deliberately chosen aim together with de- 
sire ópprj (Alex. Aphrod. de fat. 12; cf. Aristotl. E.N. 111339). 

G8. De nat. deor. 2.44 = Aristot. fr. 24 Rose; de nat. deor. 3.92, de fin. 2.65 
(see above p. 104 n. 21). Justice exists neither natura nor voluntate: de rep. 3.23 
(in che speech of Furius Philus). 

69. De fat. 9, 20, and 23. Cicero also rendered npoaípeoic, "prose style," 
by voluntas (de or. 2.226, cf. M. Pohlenz, Sina’ H [1949] 139f). 

70. According to Pohlenz, Cicero did, in fact, give a voluntaristic rein- 
terpretation of Greek moral concepts in his translation of philosophical termi- 
nology. But can this conclusion really be drawn from translations like ópóvoia 
(oneness of mind) voluntatum studiorum sententiarum summa consensio (Lael. 15)? 

71. Tusc. 5.5, de nat. deor. 3.70 (mens voluntasque); Lael. 3.40. 

72. Tusc. 4.34 (ex virtute proficiscuntur honestae voluntates), and 4.82 (pertur- 
bationes—nd0n—ex iudiciis opinionum et voluntatibus). 

73. Ad Ast. 10.4.8 (about Caesar) non voluntate (npoaípeaic) aut natura (qà- 
cic) non esse crudelem, sed quod putaret popularem esse clementiam. Cf. Polyb. 
7.11. LF, 10,26.8. 

74. On this meaning of npoaipeoig, especially in Epictetus (c.g. 2.2.36f) 
and Plotinus, see above p. 60 n. 49 and A. J. Voelke, Volonté dans le stoicisme 
(1973) 161ff. 

75. De or. 3,56. The Catones, Scipiones etc. were wise, non tam fortasse 
docti, sed impetu mentis , . , et voluntate. C£. W. Görler, Ciceros Philosophie (1974) 
165. 

76. The passages are collected, NAWG 3 (1941) 2478 and Pohlenz (above 
n. 69) 159, For more recent studies see Voelke, RT5P 11 (1961) 1ff and id., 
Volonté (above n. 74) p. 161ff (where, however, the interpretation of che Stoic 
concept of ouykatäßeoıg [assent] de ir, 2. 1—4 is wrongly attributed to Sencca's 
"voluntarism"). 
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77. Ep. 20.5: semper idem velle atque idem nolle, which renders Zeno's ka@’éva 
Aöyov xai aüpioovov Gv: "to live in accordance with a single harmonious prin- 
ciple” (SVF 1 179), 

78. De ben. 5.3.2. 

79. De ben. 1.5f etc. 

80. Ep. 81.13. The passage is directed against those who attribute the 
ability to act virtuously only to the wise man: Nemo referre gratiam scit nisi ia- 
piens. Stultus quoque, utcumque scit et quemadmodum potest, referat: scientia illi potius 
quam voluntas desit: velle nan discitur. Sapiens omnia inter se comparabit, maius enim 
aut minus fit, quamvis idem sit, tempore, loco, causa. 

81. SVF III 104 ecc. The virtues (ppövnang [intelligence] etc.), being &- 
a8éctic (dispositions), result from intellectual instruction (and 8roprpárov), 
their firm possession and use (ppovipevong [prudence] etc.), which is called &Eig 
(habit, state, organization) results from exercise. This doctrine is referred to 
Sen. ep. 95.57. 

82. Ep. 37.4—5: Multos regis, si ratio te rexerit: ab illa disces, quid et quemad- 
modum adgredi debeas, Non incides in ves, Neminem mihi dabis, qui sciat, quomodo 
quod vult coeperit velle: non consilio adductus illo, sed impetu impactus est. 

83. Ep 16.2: utrum in philosophia an in ipsa vita profeceris. 

84. The stability of will (see above n. 66) is attributed to che rule of reason 
over emotion in ep. 34 or to the truth of che content of will (si nis eadem semper 
velle, vera oportet velis; ep. 95.58). Both agree with traditional Stoic doctrine 
(Guillemin, REL 30 {1952} 214ff), and several passages in Seneca's tragedies 
refer to crime or vice as resulting exclusively from the false judgement of the 
intellect (Herc. fur. 13008, Herr. Oct. 884F, Phoen. 451 and 535ff), which 
again is orthodox Stoic doctrine (cf. Pack, TAPA 71[1940] 360f). Voluntas in 
the tragedies often only means “wish, desire," e.g. Herc. fur. 333f: Quod nimis 
miseri volunt | hoc facile credunt. 

85. Donec mens sit quad bona voluntas est (1) and, similarly, ut babitus animi 
(Eke) fiat quod est impetus (6). Here voluntas simply renders ópprj (impulse) rather 
than mpoaipeang (choice) in the Epictetan sense. 

86. This comes out in many passages: magma pars profectionis. velle proficere 
(ep. 71.36); or scies eise illam (sc. vitam beatam) in excelso, sed volenti penetrabilem; 
or quid tibi opus est, ut bonus sis? Velle! (ep. 80.4). 

87. R. Maschke, Willenslehre im gr. Recht (1926). 

88. The causa Curiana has been extensively treated in modern scholarship. 
For bibliographical references see W. Stroh, Taxis u. Taktik (1975) 85f. 

89. See especially 8 21: ci pév yàp aveAciv rag &108r]jkac BovAópevoc petenép- 
neto tiv üpyriv, Goriep npcic papev, oU6. eig éveati toUroiG Aödyoc: ei 8’ oUxo napa- 
ppovOv Évuxev oO’ npäg nepi éAaxiotou moreiodar toüg yével mpwtevovtag Kai 
Xpopgévouc aUi návtwv oiKeiétata, Sixaiws Gy Órnou tac toladrag iaðńkag 
axupoug noowe, "For if he was determined to cancel che terms of his will, 
and as we say, sent for the authorities, then rhe defendants haven't the shadow 
of a case. But if it is che case chat he was so deranged as to regard us as if we 
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were nothing to him, we who were closest to him by birth and treated him as 
his closest family, chen you should render the terms of his will null and void." 

90. E.g. 88 35 and 43; cf. below n. 99. 

91. For recent contributions to the interpretation of the famous proverb 
Summum ius summa iniuria see Stroh (above n. 88) 89f. 

92. Dihle, RAC 10 (1978) 254f. 

93. Latte, PW 16 (1933) 278ff = KJ. Schriften (1968) 380ff. The distinc- 
tion between murder and inadvertent killing already occurs in the law of 
Drakon (R. S. Stroud, Drakons Law [1968] 408). David Daube seriously 
questions the opinion that the distinction between liability and guilt was ever 
absent from archaic conceptions of law and ethics (Roman Law [1969] 152ff), 
as is widely believed in modern scholarship (c.g. A. W. H. Adkins, Merit and 
Responsibility {1960]). This is perhaps true in the sense that the standards of 
neither "shame culture" nor “guile culture" (E. R. Dodds, Greeks and the Irra- 
tional (1966] 28ff) were ever used exclusively in the history of mankind. But 
the development of moral and legal thought in many archaic cultures un- 
doubtedly testifies, with striking regularity, to an increasing assessment of the 
subjective factors in the evaluation of human action. Cf. A. Dihle, Goldene Re- 
gel (1962) 4 Mff. 

94. In discussing problems of intentionality Aristotle easily shifts from 
criminal law to general standards of moral behavior (E.N. 1135a15—1136a9). 

95. Hyper. adv. Athenag., especially $13. "In der Praxis (sc. of the Athe- 
nian law courts) führte schon die Personalunion von Gesetzgeber und Richter 
zu einer Billigkeitsrechtsprechung,” as is rightly stated by M. Fuhrmann, 
SavZrom 73 (1956) 384. 

96. Cf. R. Taubenschlag, Law of Greco-Roman Egypt (1944) 23 MF where che 
problem of intentionality in Hellenistic civil law is discussed. Oé\w and its 
derivatives denoting intention or purpose rarely occur in the legal cerminol- 
ogy. The term for testament, for instance, is BovAnpäuiov in the Greek papyri, 
8eAnpáriov being introduced as a translation of voluntas only in che sixth cen- 
tury A.D. (Vocabularium Jurisprudentiae Romanae 1463). 

97, This is pointed out, with special regard to Prolemaic civil law, by E. 
Seidl, Prol. Rechtsgeschichte (1962) 115. 

98. Maschke (above n. 87) 162f. 

99. Hermag. fr. 20 Matches; cf. Cic. de inv, 2.116ff. Hermagoras dis- 
tinguishes between four ways of assessing the prescripts of che law in a given 
case ġntòv xai óiávoia, ávuvopía (i.e. conflicting prescripts), ángifoAía (ambi- 
guity), cuAAoyiopdg (conclusion from several prescripts). Only the first is im- 
portant in our context. Hermagoras identifies pntöv kai 81ávoia with prov Kai 
bne§aipecic (rule and exception), whereas the evaluation of vo/untas in Roman 
jurisprudence is independent of that category, so that voluntas has to be ascer- 
tained wherever more than one meaning can be attributed to the rext. The 
difference between wording and meaning was alrcady referred to very fre- 
quently by the Attic orators (Lys. 10.7 ot nepi vov óvopáuov Srapkpeodaı GAAG 
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tijg tore Siavoiac: "to be concerned not with mere words, but with their 
intention"; Isaeus. 11.3: 81ávoia, intention, of the law-giver; Isaeus. 1.35 and 
43: Bivona of che testator; Dem. 9.43; Plat. /eg. 634E ff etc.). Aristotle (rhet. 
1374 b11ff) recommended interpreting the 6iávoia tod vopoßtrou, the inten- 
tion of the lawmaker, rather than the vópoc, the law, itself in order to find the 
émemsés (cf. Schäublin, MH 34 [1977] 227). 

100. The wus classicus on émeixera, equity, correcting the áxpifio6fxaiov, 
strict justice, is Aristot. E.N. 1137b1ff (cf. Thuc. 5.86). On émefixeia in 
Greek legal practice see H. Meyer-Laurin, Gesetz u. Billigkeit (1965) and P. 
Stoffels, Billijkheit (1954) (cf. Fuhrmann, above n. 95). In Roman law and 
legal science che maxim semper in dubiis benigniora praeferenda sunt (Gaius Dig. 
50.17.56) is repeatedly referred to and applied to different problems (e.g. Dig. 
1.3.25, 4. 1.7, 12.1.20, 23.3.9.2, 50.17.155.2). The importance of the new 
idea of aequitas as distinct from iustitia during the social conflicts in the Ro- 
man republic of che second century B.C. is discussed by Badian, ANRW 1 
(1972) 679. 

101. Roman jurisprudence originated from the application of Greek popu- 
lar ethics to the highly developed system of civil rather than criminal law, as 
has been shown by F. Schulz, Gesch. d. rim. Rechtswissenschaft (1961) 875; W. 
Kunkel, Röm. Recht (1967) 179ff; Daube (above n. 93) 13165; and others. Ex- 
creme formalism together with abstention from genuine legislation facilitated 
the rise of methods by which traditional formulas and procedures were contin- 
uously interpreted afresh as expressions of intentions in individual cases. This 
is pointed out by G. Dulckeit, Rim. Rechtsgeschichte (1957) G2f. 

102. Wieacker, EntrFondHardt 13 (1966) 291—364. 

103. On the developed theory of voluntas in Roman jurisprudence see M. 
Kaser, Rim. Privatrecht 1 (1972) 235ff and 2 (1975) 83H. 

104. Quint. inst. 12.2.9: iuris quaestio omnis aut verborum proprietate aut ae- 
qui disputatione aut voluntatis coniectura continetur. Cf. 7.5.6 and 7.6.1. 

105. Cicero correctly described che virtue of justice in Peripatetic or Mid- 
dle Stoic terms (de inv. 2.160): iustitia est habitus animi (£&c, 61á8e01c: habit, 
disposition) communi utilitate conservata suam cuique tribuens dignitatem (xat afiav 
Siavepnukr: distribution according to worth). Roman jurisprudence replaced 
habitus animi by voluntas (Ulpian. dig. 1.1.10 = inst. 1.1): iustitia est constans 
et perpetua voluntas ius suum cuique tribuendi. 

106. Dig. 50.16.219 (Papinian): in conventionibus contrahentium voluntatem 
potius quam verba spectari placuit; dig. 35.1.101 (Papinian): cum in condicionibus 
testamentorum voluntatem potius quam verba considerari oporteat. . . . This corre- 
sponds to the general opinion as formulated by the Younger Pliny (ep. 2.16; 
similarly 4.10 and 5.7; cf. E. Schulz, Prinzipien d. rim. Rechts [1954] 143). 
The problem of how to give the juristic interpretation of the intention of an 
individual was particularly important in the case of a testament (H. J. Wiel- 
ing, Testamentsauslegung [1972] 4Gf where the beginnings of the interpretation 
according to voluntas are discussed). Leaving a testament, however, was re- 
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garded as an essential part of the dignity and almost a duty of a Roman citizen 
(Plut. Cat. ma. 9.6; cf. Schulz, 106). An edict of Constantine (Cod. Inst. 
1.21) therefore tried ro facilitate che composition of a legally valid testament: 
quam ut postremae voluntatis, postquam tam aliud velle nom possunt, liber sit stilus et 
licitum (liceus v. 1.) quod non redit arbitrium. The special interrelation between 
verba and voluntas in forensic life is presupposed by an etymology which Varro 
offers (De ling. Lat. 6.69): Spondere est dicere; spondeo a sponte, nam id valet a 
voluntate. The technical term for the utterance of a legally binding formulation 
is explained by its assumed semantic coherence with the notion of will (cf. S. 
Riccobono, Festschrift Schulz [1951] 1.3028). 

107. Dig. 32.25.1 (Paulus): cum in verbis nulla ambiguitas est, non debet ad- 
mitti voluntatis quaestio. 

108. Children and insane persons have no will because of their lack of intel- 
ligence (dig. 50.17.40 Pomponius). This corresponds to the definition of 
health in medical literature: the healthy man eż bene valet et suae spontis est (Cels. 
de med. |, 1). Yet slaves and persons in the manus of someone else have no will 
either, regardless of their physical and mental sanity. Because of their being sub 
imperio chey are incapable of producing a legally binding will on their own 
(Dig. 50.17.4 Ulpian): velle non creditur qui obsequitur imperio patris vel domini. 
The legal notion of will has here been separated from its psychological basis to 
become a tool of juristic analysis. 

109. A. Beck, Röm. Recht bei Tertullian u. Cyprian (1930). 

110. Symmachus (cos. 391), a contemporary of St. Augustine, does nor 
use the strictly cerminological language of Roman law in his official reports, 
but prefers rhetorical or literary formulations instead (Steinwenter, ZRG 74 
[1931] 1ff). In his famous petition concerning the altar of che goddess Victoria 
he réfers to the fact that he is addressing che emperor both as praefectus urbi and 
as legatus civium (rel. 5.2). He stresses that chis does not cause two conflicting 
intentions, as one could expect: nulla est bic dissensio voluntatum. Dissensio alone 
would have rendered that idea sufficiently well. But in semi-legal usage, 
which was familiar to every educated Roman, the decisive factor of voluntas 
could not remain unmentioned. 

111. Such a transfer of concepts repeatedly happened in the history of 
ideas; see H. G. Gadamer, Wahrheit u. Methode (1975) 290—295 and 307 - 
323. 

112. From the fifth century onwards derivatives of 8é\w become increas- 
ingly frequent in theological texts, e.g. kaAoßeAdc, benevolent (Pallad. vit. 
Joh. Chrys. 65; Leont. vit. Job. Eleem. 21 p. 40 Gelzer; Leont. vit. Sym. sal. 
162.3 Rydén) perhaps under the influence of Western discussions about volun- 
tas. The monotheletic doctrine of the sixth and seventh centuries created a new 
terminology. Maximus Confessor distinguishes between 8öAnpa, which deter- 
mines man's moral character, and OéAnoic which only denotes striving. @éAnpa 
is subdivided into 8. guoıköv (natural drive towards the better) and 0. yvopı- 
Koy fj npoaipetixóv, which depends on cognition and entails the risk of acting 
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against nature. Christ only had the O&Anpa quoixóv (PG 91.12C ff; cf. H. G. 
Beck, Kirche u. theol. Lit. im byz. Reich (1969) 294f). 

113. The Greek language had innumerable words to denote the intention, 
content, or meaning of a text: 6iávoia, yvópn, BoóAnoic, 86vapic, OeAnpa, rpo- 
aipeoic, etc. 
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Obedience, 13ff, 71ff, 93, 97, 1111F 


Philosophy, types of, 11, 106 

"Philosophy of che Barbarians,” 7 

Power of God, 3f, 92f, 101, 112 

Prayer, 3f 

Predetermination, 41, 46, 59f, 71, 99, 
101, 107f, 126, Appendix II 

Pride, 84, 111, 128 

Progress, moral, 96, 111, 115, 120f, 
135 

Providence, 99, 103 


Salvation, 79, 89, 100f, 106f, 126, 

132. See also Eoxtrpía 
Self-cognition, 44ff, 52f, 110f 
Stiffheartedness, 75f, 110f, 119. 
Synergism, 129f 


Theology, negative, 10f, 120 

Theory and practice, 59, 65f 

Triad, Chaldean, 107, 114, 116, 124 
Triad, Neoplatonic, 113f, 117, 123f, 127 
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Trinity, H6ff, 123, 125 Will, human, 18, 76ff, 83. 88f, 109f, 
luf, 1276 
Will, divine, 4f, 17f, 72f, 75, 83, Wrongdoing, intentional and non- 
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